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*****Pay Down the Debt CP*****

This counterplan is in our lab neg file…..

2NC Solvency

And, gas tax solves and pays down the deficit

Friedman 2k9

(Thomas, “Real Men Tax Gas,” pg online @ http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/20/opinion/20friedman.html?_r=1&scp=2&sq=friedman+gasoline+tax&st=nyt //um-ef)

According to the energy economist Phil Verleger, a $1 tax on gasoline and diesel fuel would raise about $140 billion a year. If I had that money, I’d devote 45 cents of each dollar to pay down the deficit and satisfy the debt hawks, 45 cents to pay for new health care and 10 cents to cushion the burden of such a tax on the poor and on those who need to drive long distances. Such a tax would make our economy healthier by reducing the deficit, by stimulating the renewable energy industry, by strengthening the dollar through shrinking oil imports and by helping to shift the burden of health care away from business to government so our companies can compete better globally. Such a tax would make our population healthier by expanding health care and reducing emissions. Such a tax would make our national-security healthier by shrinking our dependence on oil from countries that have drawn a bull’s-eye on our backs and by increasing our leverage over petro-dictators, like those in Iran, Russia and Venezuela, through shrinking their oil incomes.

More evidence

The Car Connection 2k11

(“NY Times Columnist Wants To Raise Gas Taxes, Pay Down Deficit,” pg online @ http://www.thecarconnection.com/news/1055803_ny-times-columnist-wants-to-raise-gas-taxes-pay-down-deficit //um-ef)
Add $1 to gas tax His column this morning recommends raising the gasoline tax a nickel a month for 20 months, starting in January 2012. He argues that such a tax would serve two aims: It would incentivize car buyers to choose more fuel-efficient vehicles against a backdrop of unrest in the Mideast and uncertainty over future oil prices, and it would all be targeted to pay down the deficit. Or as he says, "Prices are going up anyway, folks. Let's capture some [of] it for ourselves." Here, we pause for shrieking denunciations, comparisons of any new tax at any time under any circumstances for any purpose to socialism, totalitarianism, perhaps even matricide. OK, are we done with that part?

And, it raises revenue to solve the debt

Washington Post 5/27

(“Make us pay more,” pg lexis//um-ef)

And a higher gas tax would accomplish much more than a price blip here and there. It would provide predictability to consumers and automakers that prices won't bottom out, thereby ushering in an SUV renaissance. Automakers would design more fuel-efficient cars to satisfy higher demand for them, investing in clean-transportation research and development without a government mandate. Though raising the gas tax would cost consumers money, it should also produce savings on many other programs they pay for with their tax bill. Because there would be more demand for cheap, green technology, a gas tax of sufficient size could replace the expensive national and local subsidies of electric cars and other government transportation programs in which lawmakers pick favorites. Critically, a higher gas tax would also raise badly needed government revenue, instead of sending so much of what Americans pay for fuel abroad. As Congress wrangles over how to fund transportation improvements, this is one easy answer. Gas tax revenues could also be a part of a larger debt package, once lawmakers finally decide to compromise on the federal budget.

CP Popular with Auto

And, the counterplan is popular with the auto industry

The Car Connection 2k11

(“NY Times Columnist Wants To Raise Gas Taxes, Pay Down Deficit,” pg online @ http://www.thecarconnection.com/news/1055803_ny-times-columnist-wants-to-raise-gas-taxes-pay-down-deficit //um-ef)

Strange bedfellows You might think the auto industry would join the chorus of Tea Partiers, long-commute suburban drivers, and others who viscerally fear more costly gasoline--or simply think it would be bad policy. You'd be wrong. Take Ford Motor Co. chairman Bill Ford, for example. Yes, the one whose name is on the building. He's argued for higher gasoline taxes in public, many times. So has Ford CEO Alan Mulally. Other auto industry executives feel the same, though they're often loath to say so publicly. The best quote comes from Mike Jackson, the always pithy CEO of AutoNation, the largest auto dealer chain in the U.S.: "Cheap gasoline combined with fuel efficiency mandated by the government is an economic disaster for America.” The argument is that rather than mandating fuel-efficiency standards, which are likely to make all vehicles more expensive, making gasoline more expensive would let the free market decide what cars it can afford. And what this long-lead, capital-intensive industry needs is predictability.
*****Renewable Energy CP*****

2NC Solvency

And, cp solves – it shifts the money to green energy 

U Wire 1/14/11

(“Column: A green tax to earn more green,” pg online @ http://uwire.com/2011/01/14/column-a-green-tax-to-earn-more-green/ //um-ef)

While it’s true that no one wants to pay more for gas, there’s no doubting the fact that higher gas prices force consumers to conserve gas. Another benefit of levying a national gas tax is that the money can be used to invest in alternative energy. In this country, nuclear energy has a stigma that has been hard to shake due the disasters at Three Mile Island in 1979 and Chernobyl, Ukraine in 1986, but we should not turn our back on a method of energy production that doesn’t rely on burning hydrocarbons – releasing no greenhouse gases. Currently, nuclear energy supplies 20 percent of America’s energy needs, and at the same time is responsible for over 70 percent of the U.S.’s total renewable energy production., The revenue generated from a national “green” tax could be used to develop other methods of renewable energy production – such as solar, wind and geothermal energy – to diversify America’s energy portfolio.
2NC Overview

Counterplan solves the case – the cp raises the gas tax and takes the revenue raised and invests it in renewable energy development rather than investing it into transportation infrastructure – 

That solves the aff 

a. CP is a deficit reducing strategy
Balbin 11 
(Max, Drexel University Student newspaper, January, 11th, 2011, “A Green Tax to Earn More Green”, http://uwire.com/2011/01/14/column-a-green-tax-to-earn-more-green/) 

Everyone knows that rising gas prices are a result of the increase in the price of crude oil. Presently, the cheapest gas you can buy in First of all, America’s addiction to oil is an issue of national security. T. Boone Pickens, who founded Mesa Oil but now invests in alternative forms of energy production, has declared that our addiction to oil “threatens our economy, our environment and our national security.” If we don’t curb our use of oil, our addiction will cost us $10 trillion over the next decade. Rather than send astronomical amounts of money to countries that don’t even like us, we need to invest in green energy now so that we can save money later. Additionally, we have lost millions of jobs due to outsourcing, automation and the financial collapse that plunged us into a recession. For a country struggling with unemployment that currently wavers around 9.4 percent, investing in green energy would certainly create a lot of jobs here at home and revitalize our economy. Finally, we can use some of the money levied from a green tax to help pay down our national debt. The national debt is over $14 trillion, so we need to start generating revenue. For the sake of our future, we need a “green” gas tax because success doesn’t come without sacrifice.

b. it solves oil dependence

Balbin 11 (Max, Drexel University Student newspaper, January, 11th, 2011, “A Green Tax to Earn More Green”, http://uwire.com/2011/01/14/column-a-green-tax-to-earn-more-green/) 

Everyone knows that rising gas prices are a result of the increase in the price of crude oil. Presently, the cheapest gas you can buy in Philadelphia is more than $3.00 per gallon. However, the federal government needs to give serious consideration to levying a national “green” tax on the price of gas. That’s right, it would be beneficial for us to be paying more for our gas. As argued by Thomas Friedman in a New York Times op-ed called “Real Men Tax Gas,” a national gas tax could be used to pay down the debt and invest in green technology. While it’s true that no one wants to pay more for gas, there’s no doubting the fact that higher gas prices force consumers to conserve gas. Another benefit of levying a national gas tax is that the money can be used to invest in alternative energy. In this country, nuclear energy has a stigma that has been hard to shake due the disasters at Three Mile Island in 1979 and Chernobyl, Ukraine in 1986, but we should not turn our back on a method of energy production that doesn’t rely on burning hydrocarbons – releasing no greenhouse gases. Currently, nuclear energy supplies 20 percent of America’s energy needs, and at the same time is responsible for over 70 percent of the U.S.’s total renewable energy production., The revenue generated from a national “green” tax could be used to develop other methods of renewable energy production – such as solar, wind and geothermal energy – to diversify America’s energy portfolio. A common kneejerk reaction to hearing about new taxes is to whine and grumble about the tyranny of an oversized government that is killing jobs and taking money away from the workingman. Here’s why a “green” tax is necessary. First of all, America’s addiction to oil is an issue of national security. T. Boone Pickens, who founded Mesa Oil but now invests in alternative forms of energy production, has declared that our addiction to oil “threatens our economy, our environment and our national security.” If we don’t curb our use of oil, our addiction will cost us $10 trillion over the next decade. Rather than send astronomical amounts of money to countries that don’t even like us, we need to invest in green energy now so that we can save money later. Additionally, we have lost millions of jobs due to outsourcing, automation and the financial collapse that plunged us into a recession. For a country struggling with unemployment that currently wavers around 9.4 percent, investing in green energy would certainly create a lot of jobs here at home and revitalize our economy. Finally, we can use some of the money levied from a green tax to help pay down our national debt. The national debt is over $14 trillion, so we need to start generating revenue. For the sake of our future, we need a “green” gas tax because success doesn’t come without sacrifice.

1NC/2NC Ptix Net Benefit

And, public will support the cp

Appleby 2k9
(Andrew D. Appleby is a Graduate Tax Scholar in the LL.M. in Taxation program at Georgetown University Law Center for the 2009-2010 academic year. Prior to focusing on tax law, he was an associate in the Energy Infrastructure, Climate, & Technology Group of a leading law firm; J.D. 2008, Wake Forest University School of Law; M.B.A. 2004, University of Massachusetts-Amherst; B.S. 2003, Florida State University. “Transportation Energy Policy In National And Global Perspective: A New Beginning?: Pay At The Pump: How $ 11 Per Gallon Gasoline Can Solve The United States' Most Pressing Challenges,” pg lexis//um-ef)

There are several values that can contribute to the political will necessary to implement a truly effective energy policy, such as national security, economic growth, environmental preservation, or even ethical and religious obligations. n356 A New York Times/CBS poll found that although Americans are generally opposed to a higher gasoline tax, a significant percentage would accept the tax if it was clearly linked to reducing global warming or the United States' dependence on foreign oil. n357 Thus, the government's proposed use of the gasoline tax revenues is crucial for public support of an increased gasoline tax. The revenues must be earmarked to specifically, transparently, and efficiently assist alternative-energy development. n358 Transparency and public information is critical to engage Americans as both citizens and consumers. n359 Climate change legislation to date has failed to engage Americans, but an increased gasoline tax would effectively engage Americans on both levels. Unfortunately, behavioral modifications are necessary. n360  [*58]  However, we have a choice of whether to change our behavior on our own terms or to have our behavior shaped by outside sources due to our reliance on foreign oil.
And, the cp is popular with the auto industry

Appleby 2k9

(Andrew D. Appleby is a Graduate Tax Scholar in the LL.M. in Taxation program at Georgetown University Law Center for the 2009-2010 academic year. Prior to focusing on tax law, he was an associate in the Energy Infrastructure, Climate, & Technology Group of a leading law firm; J.D. 2008, Wake Forest University School of Law; M.B.A. 2004, University of Massachusetts-Amherst; B.S. 2003, Florida State University. “Transportation Energy Policy In National And Global Perspective: A New Beginning?: Pay At The Pump: How $ 11 Per Gallon Gasoline Can Solve The United States' Most Pressing Challenges,” pg lexis//um-ef)
Regardless of the political obstacles facing a significantly increased gasoline tax, the current trend shows many states and countries increasing gasoline taxes. n399 China may increase gasoline taxes by 30% or more. n400 Additionally, several politicians have proposed  [*63]  increased carbon or gasoline taxes. Senator Dodd proposed a corporate carbon tax to fund alternative-energy research and development. n401 Astonishingly, even pro-automaker Michigan Congressman Dingell proposed a carbon tax with a gasoline tax component, in part to fund public transportation. n402 Prior to the 1993 gasoline tax increase, the Association of International Automobile Manufacturers and domestic automakers publicly supported higher gasoline taxes. n403 These automakers surely did not support a gasoline tax increase based purely on altruistic motives. Automakers supported a higher gasoline tax because the tax could eliminate the need for the costly and unwieldy CAFE fuel efficiency standards. In their current state, it appears that most automakers will pull a U-turn and support increased gasoline taxes coupled with government support for alternative-energy vehicle research and development. n404
AT: CP

And, the cp picks winners – distorting the market

Krauthammer 2k9

(“

Q. Just to be sure readers are up to date on your proposal for a gas tax, has your conception changed at all or is it still basically revenue neutral, compensated by payroll tax reduction? A. There’s been no change in my views whatsoever. My only regret is that it wasn’t instituted when I proposed it, when gasoline prices were a dollar less than they are now. That dollar could have by now been going back into the U.S. economy as a net zero gas tax instead of going overseas — as that dollar is now. Q. Do you see any need or sense in doing the same with other fossil or finite energy sources (e.g., coal)? A. No. We don’t import coal. Q. There are other proposals to use a very modest tweak in fuel taxes to boost basic research and development funding aimed at expanding nonpolluting energy options (nuclear, solar, storage, etc) — an arena that has been unbelievably underfunded for decades (see graph at link) compared to other areas of scientific inquiry. Could you see a tax where a small portion of funding was dedicated to such inquiry (and insulated from congressional earmarking)? A. No. The point of gasoline taxes is to reduce consumption/demand — with all of the attendant beneficial side effects — not to fund other projects, however lovely they sound. Once you break the discipline of having every penny of the tax go back to the taxpayer immediately through the payroll tax reduction, you’ve turned the gas tax into a slush fund where politicians pick winners and losers, play favorites and dole out patronage.

*****Elections D.A.*****

Links: GT Outweighs
Gas Prices O/W Every Single Issue – Swing States Will Only Vote On Low Gas Prices

Morgan 3-18, money commentator; lecturer at Hillsdale College (Tom, “It Hinges On Gas Prices” Tom Morgan’s Money Talk March 18, 2012 http://www.tomasinmorgan.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=320&Itemid=27)

Do you ever wonder what our founding fathers would think of today’s presidential elections? How would you explain to Thomas Jefferson that the item that would swing the most votes would be the price of gasoline? First, you would have to help him understand what cars and gasoline are, of course. And how gasoline is the equivalent of oats for horses in his day. “Let me understand,” he might say. “Your candidates debate for twelve months? And your current president will have been in office for four years? Citizens will have had ample time to examine his policies? And he and his opponents will have spoken many times to voters? And you tell me the election will likely be decided by the price of oats? And the President has nothing to do with the price of oats? John Adams will never believe this. Ben Franklin will fall on the ground laughing.” Indeed, it is hard to credit. But some pollsters recently discovered that the price at the pump will swing the most votes in the election. Millions of them. That is, people told pollsters they would vote for or against President Obama for no other reason than the price of gas. They will ignore his policies, his decisions. They will disregard his appointments. They will set aside petty matters like Obamacare and trillion-dollar deficits, wars and defense budgets. What will win their vote is the price of gasoline. Millions will vote against him if it is $4.50 a gallon. They will vote for him if it is $3.25. Even though a president does not have much – if any – influence on that price.

 
Links: Public Hates it


(_) The public opposes tax – polls prove

Policy Today 12 – [A twice-monthly digital magazine spanning topics in politics, economics, law and society “America’s Crumbling Infrastructure” July 2012 http://www.policytoday.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=274&Itemid=149 //NGopaul]

However, even when they are affected by it – by broken levees in New Orleans or exploding steam pipes in New York – Mineta says most Americans would rather avoid the issue. Referring to a poll about Americans’ opinions of an increase in the gasoline tax, taken in the wake of Minnesota’s Interstate 35 bridge collapse, Mineta says he was startled to learn that a majority of Americans opposed a five-cent increase in the federal tax that help fund road projects. “You would think that the tragedy would jar people into a realization that we need to be doing something about it, but it’s one of those issues that you need a constant beating of the drum,” he says.

Public hates plan- Americans are wedded to their cars

Sperling and Gordon. 2009.- Sperling has a Ph.D. in Transportation Engineering from the University of California, Berkeley (with minors in Economics and Energy & Resources), Director, Institute of Transportation Studies. Acting Director, Energy Efficiency Center Professor, Civil & Environmental Engineering Professor, Environmental Science and Policy at UC Davis. Gordon has a M.P.P. from the University of California, Berkeley and a B.S., University of Colorado, Boulder. She worked at the U.S. Department of Energy’s Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory (1988–1989), developing clean car feebate policies under a grant from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989). [Daniel. Deborah. Two Billion Cars: Driving Toward Sustainability.p.162.] MRaina 

Taxes and market instruments are far more welcome on the supply side—that is, American voters and consumers are more accepting of taxes on companies than on themselves. The result is energy policy that embraces market forces to enhance supply but not to restrain demand. Massive subsidies to oil and gas industries have never concerned the American public as much as gasoline taxes. Even the 2006 controversy about the oil industry avoiding payment of billions of dollars in royalties to the U.S. government was shrugged off while gas taxes were not. In a fall 2006 vote on whether to impose a severance tax on oil production in California, voters accepted the argument——blasted out in a massive $100 million campaign by the oil industry—that it was essentially a gasoline tax on motorists. It was decisively rejected. Americans are wedded to their cars. Given the lack of choices now available to them, Americans see efforts to increase vehicle and fuel costs as punishment. Americans see technology and technical fixes as preferable to changing behavior. America, with its sunny outlook, has long been “a nation of B in the words of former sec inventors, innovators and experimenters,’ rotary of labor and now UC Berkeley professor Robert Reich. As Harold Evans documents in They Made America, his massive book on the lives of American inventors, “The newness and vastness of the surroundings, the

D.A. Turns Case

CAFÉ can’t be implemented- loopholes and Romney can rewrite rules

Clemente. 12.-Jude Clemente is an energy analyst and technical writing consultant. His research specialization is energy security at the national and international levels. His work has appeared in a variety of energy-related media, including Oil & Gas Journal, Pipeline & Gas Journal, Carbon Capture Journal, The Journal of Energy Security, Petroleum World, Petroleo, Managing Power, and Public Utilities Fortnightly. He is a member of the National Defense Transportation Association and energy adviser to B and S Corporation and Penn State’s Research Project on North American Energy Supply, B.A. in Political Science from Penn State University, a M.S. in Homeland Security from San Diego State University, with a focus on Terrorism and Energy Security, and an MBA from Saint Francis University with a focus on Finance.[“ Higher CAFE Standards: “Ain’t No Such Thing as a Free Lunch”” Oil Market Report. < http://www.judeclemente.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/07/Higher-Cafe-Standards-Aint-No-Such-Thing-as-a-Free-Lunch.pdf>] MRaina

According to Edmunds, the new 54.5 mpg CAFE has “plenty of loopholes, exemptions, and credits in the plan…..and their impact might result in a ‘real’ CAFE standard as low as 50 mpg.”

Among the features that could decrease the real fuel efficiency of new vehicles is a section that offers credits for the use of fuel-saving technologies, such as 1) energy efficient Light Emitting Diode headlights, 2) photovoltaic roofs than can use sunlight to generate power to help charge batteries or auxiliary equipment, 3) thermoelectric systems that use exhaust heat to generate power, and 4) automated grilles that close at high speeds to increase aerodynamics. In addition, if President Obama loses the 2012 election, the new president could simply rewrite CAFE rules based on the “reexamination” period. If President Obama is reelected, the increases will not begin until after his second term, leaving plenty of chances to dilute, or even eliminate, the toughest aspects of the new CAFE requirements. In fact, gaming CAFE is integral to Detroit’s modus operandi. For example, many vehicles on the market today are rated as flex-fuel vehicles (FFVs), able to run on gasoline, E85 (85% ethyl alcohol and 15% gasoline), or some mixture in between. Regardless of what fuel combination drivers actually use, the automakers get credits on their CAFE requirements for every FFV they sell. The added cost to make a vehicle FFV-rated is only $100, so manufacturers have launched entire marketing campaigns around the tagline: “Fuel up with E85 or regular gasoline – whichever is more convenient.” E85, however, is anything but convenient since only a few thousand of the 175,000 fill-up stations across the nation sell it. So, few FFVs are ever actually fueled with anything other than gasoline. In recent years, for instance, although the Suburban got less than 15 mpg, the credits General Motors earned against its CAFE ratings meant that, on paper, the Suburban delivered more than 29 mpg. From 2001-2008, U.S. News & World Report records that Americans used an extra 17 billion gallons of gasoline due to the FFV loophole.

Romney will repeal CAFÉ standards- his website

Romney. 2/24/12. – Mitt Romney’s official website.  [Mitt. “Mitt Romney Delivers Remarks In Detroit, Michigan” <http://www.mittromney.com/blogs/mitts-view/2012/02/mitt-romney-delivers-remarks-detroit-michigan>] MRaina

Finally, government itself must be made more efficient. I will shrink the size of the federal workforce by 10% and link the pay and benefits of federal employees to those of their peers in the private sector. Public servants should not make more than the Americans who pay their salaries. This is a plan to get America back on track. And to get Michigan on track we also need to see a strong and vibrant auto industry. Let’s learn from the lessons of the past. In my view, the industry got in trouble because the UAW asked for too much, management gave too much, and the government CAFE standards hurt domestic automakers. The result was a cost-penalty per vehicle of about $2,000. Even the best designers and engineers could not overcome that kind of cost disadvantage. As we look forward, the UAW must not imperil the future of the industry. CAFE standards must not be overly burdensome. The companies must invest in new technology and new markets. We should get government out of General Motors so that its future is determined by the demands of the marketplace, not the preferences of bureaucrats. And Detroit should not just be the Motor City of America. It must be the Motor City of the world. My economic plans will strengthen America – and strengthen Michigan. By making bold cuts in spending and commonsense entitlement reforms, we will make our government simpler, smaller, and smarter. Through pro-growth policies, we will get our economy back on track – and get our citizens back to work. Taken together, the plan I’m offering represents the biggest fundamental change to the federal government in modern history. 

Romney wants to find a better way- Not CAFÉ 
Kreindler. 6/6/12. Journalist. [“Romney Would Sell GM Stock, Look For CAFE Alternatives” The Truth About Cars.]MRaina

The Detroit News interviewed presidential hopeful Mitt Romney on Tuesday, and the Republican candidate-to-be shared his thoughts on government ownership of GM stock and the future of CAFE. Romney told the paper that he would like to see government-held GM stock sold as quickly as possible “There is no reason for the government to continue to hold (its GM stake),” Romney, a Detroit native and son of an auto executive, said Friday…The president is delaying the sale of the shares to try and avoid the story that the taxpayer took another loss. I would get the company independent from government and run for the interests of the consumer and the enterprise and its workers — not for the political considerations of government officials.” Also put on the table was the notion of revisiting the CAFE regulations and perhaps seeking ”a better way of encouraging fuel economy”. Romney suggested a market driven approach, with “…vehicles that people want…”rather than government mandates, as a means of spearheading fuel economy increases. Romney claimed that co-operation would be essential to such measures, and also said that electric vehicles are “…a technology that people aren’t interested in.” Romney’s words will find praise with a certain element on TTAC, but lest we forget that increasing fuel economy also means less revenue for the gas tax…and who knows where that could lead.

Plan Pop

And, the framing of the plan ensures the public will LOVE it 

Friedman 2k6

(Thomas, “Who's Afraid of a Gas Tax?,” pg online @ http://select.nytimes.com/2006/03/01/opinion/01friedman.html //um-ef)

My gut told me this was the case, but it's great to see it confirmed by the latest New York Times/CBS News poll: Americans not only know that our oil addiction is really bad for us, but they would be willing to accept a gasoline tax if some leader would just frame the stakes for the country the right way. I am sure one reason President Bush suddenly chose to build his State of the Union address around ending our oil addiction and moving toward a renewable-energy future was because his private polling told him the same thing. But Mr. Bush simply occupied this ground rhetorically — before Democrats could get there — without actually offering a real solution. The only real solution is raising our gasoline tax, which is a paltry 18.4 cents a gallon and has not been increased since 1993. Only if the total price of gasoline is brought into the $3.50-to-$4-per-gallon range — and kept there — will large numbers of Americans demand plug-in hybrid cars that run on biofuels like ethanol. When large numbers of Americans do that, U.S. automakers will move quickly down the innovation curve. "Impossible," campaign consultants say. "A gasoline tax is political suicide." No, it all depends on how you frame it. The poll reported yesterday found that 60 percent of those polled, including one-third of Republicans, disapproved of how Mr. Bush is handling our energy crisis. Only 27 percent approved. Most want real action — now. In the poll, 87 percent said Washington should require car manufacturers to produce more efficient cars. Of course, when asked simply whether they'd favor a gasoline tax, 85 percent said no and only 12 percent said yes. But when the gas tax was framed as part of a national strategy to achieve energy security and climate security, pollsters got a very different answer. When the tax was presented as reducing U.S. dependence on foreign oil, 55 percent favored it and 37 percent said no. And when asked about a gas tax that would help reduce global warming, even more respondents supported it — with 59 percent in favor and 34 percent opposed. And that is without a single Democrat or Republican leading on this issue! Imagine if someone actually led? Many Americans now understand: the Energy Question is the big strategic issue of our time, overtaking 9/11 and the war on terrorism. If a leader from either party would correctly frame the issue — that a gas tax is the single most important geostrategic move we could make today — a solid majority would support it.
*****Politics*****

Links: GT Unpop
Gas tax unpopular-  Clinton proves
Sperling and Gordon. 2009.- Sperling has a Ph.D. in Transportation Engineering from the University of California, Berkeley (with minors in Economics and Energy & Resources), Director, Institute of Transportation Studies. Acting Director, Energy Efficiency Center Professor, Civil & Environmental Engineering Professor, Environmental Science and Policy at UC Davis. Gordon has a M.P.P. from the University of California, Berkeley and a B.S., University of Colorado, Boulder. She worked at the U.S. Department of Energy’s Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory (1988–1989), developing clean car feebate policies under a grant from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989). [Daniel. Deborah. Two Billion Cars: Driving Toward Sustainability.p.162.] MRaina 

It’s paradoxical‘ even ironic, that America, champion of economic markets, is antagonistic to the use of market instruments to influence demand. While Americans claim they support “polluter-pay” principles, the reality is they mostly endorse pollution fees only when they apply to industry. \When the polluter is the driving public, Americans do an about-face, shunning smog fees and increased gasoline taxes. When former president Bill Clinton proposed an energy (BTU) tax in 1993 primarily to reduce the budget deficit and secondarily to reduce global warming, he suffered a political backlash. The proposed tax on fossil fuels raised the ire of the nation‘s top energy producers, who were joined by farmers, electric utilities, and consumer groups. In the end, the tax was shrunk to only 4.3 cents per gallon of gasoline, with President Clinton suffering considerable political damage. No serious proposal to raise gas taxes has been put forth since then. Japan, Europe, and most other countries, by contrast, impose far larger vehicle and fuel taxes, which translates to less demand for SUVs and big cars in those countries (see figure 6.3).
*****Manufacturing Advantage*****
Adv Manufacturing High

 (_) Advanced manufacturing high – new tech and intiatives

Virtual-Strategy Magazine 7/24– [“SPIE Lauds U.S. Advanced Manufacturing Investment, Notes Photonics will be Driver” 7/24/12 http://www.virtual-strategy.com/2012/07/24/spie-lauds-us-advanced-manufacturing-investment-notes-photonics-will-be-driver#t3DegTLkQffezIrg.99 //NGopaul]

New U.S. initiatives to boost advanced manufacturing capability will be sound investments and a good use of the country’s photonics R&D, leaders of SPIE, the international society for optics and photonics, said this week. The comments followed release of a new report by the 18-member steering committee of the Advanced Manufacturing Partnership (AMP) that was launched by President Obama in June 2011. The Report to the President on Capturing Competitive Advantage in Advanced Manufacturing was formally adopted 18 July by the President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology. The report addresses needs in three broad categories: -enabling innovation -securing the talent pipeline -improving the business climate. “Photonics technologies are already the enablers behind advanced manufacturing, yet we are so far seeing only a thin slice of their full potential to drive growth and create new high-skilled jobs,” said SPIE CEO Eugene Arthurs. “Countries such as Germany and Korea that have invested heavily in photonics R&D are demonstrating the competitive advantage of these technologies through their lead positions in advanced manufacturing.” “Photonics applications are exactly the sort of cross-cutting technologies that the report sees as ‘vital to advance manufacturing’,” said Robert Lieberman, chair of the SPIE committee on Engineering, Science, and Technology Policy (ESTeP). “Photolithography and machine vision are just two examples. Without photonic technology, computer chips could not be fabricated, and the robots in advanced manufacturing plants would be blind. Even the ubiquitous ‘date stamps’ on bottles and cans would disappear.” In addition, Arthurs and Lieberman cited technologies such as laser sintering, stereolithography, and electron beam melting applications in 3D printing for the rapid prototyping and manufacture of lighter-weight, higher-quality parts for airplanes and automobiles, and of better-performing and more comfortable hearing aids and joint implants. Light-emitting-diodes (LEDs) and holography provide highly reliable information for quality control, and optical systems use lasers to precisely cut, weld, and align manufacturing equipment that produces more accurate finished products. “With these photonics applications, the results coming out of the manufacturing process are safer, more energy-efficient cars, more accurate medical equipment, and other life-enhancing innovations,” Arthurs said. “The results for society are new better-paying, higher-satisfaction jobs and a stronger, more stable economy.” An interagency Advanced Manufacturing National Program Office (AMNPO) has already been established by the administration to coordinate federal manufacturing resources and programs and to foster the creation of private-public partnerships focused on manufacturing innovation. The new office, which is hosted by the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), is acting on the AMP Steering Committee recommendation to establish a national network of manufacturing innovation institutes. In his budget for fiscal year 2013, President Obama proposed a one-time, $1 billion investment to build the National Network for Manufacturing Innovation, consisting of up to 15 regional innovation institutes. Through regional workshops and other means, the AMNPO is now gathering public input on the design of the proposed network. SPIE is the international society for optics and photonics, a not-for-profit organization founded in 1955 to advance light-based technologies. The Society serves nearly 225,000 constituents from approximately 150 countries, offering conferences, continuing education, books, journals, and a digital library in support of interdisciplinary information exchange, professional growth, and patent precedent. SPIE provided over $2.7 million in support of education and outreach programs in 2011.

(_) Advanced manufacturing high – Obama’s initiative

Compton 7/18 – [Matt is the Deputy Director of Online Content for the Office of Digital Strategy Matt Compton joined the White House in October of 2011 and currently serves as the Deputy Director of Online Content. “Boosting Advanced Manufacturing and Driving Innovation” 7/18/12 http://www.whitehouse.gov/blog/2012/07/18/boosting-advanced-manufacturing-and-driving-innovation //NGopaul]

President Obama has made revitalizing manufacturing a top U.S. priority, and as part of that effort he launched the Advanced Manufacturing Partnership (AMP) in June of last year to bring together industry, academia and government to recommend joint investments and solutions in response to recommendations in a report from the President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology (PCAST). “Right now we have a real opportunity to bring manufacturing back, and we need to seize it together. That’s why I launched the Advanced Manufacturing Partnership—to make it easier for business, academia, and government to pull in the same direction and put more Americans back to work,” said President Obama. Yesterday, the AMP steering committee—which operates within the framework of PCAST and is comprised of leading experts from industry and academia—outlined 16 recommendations for spurring investment and positioning the United States for long-term leadership in advanced manufacturing. You can read the report, Capturing Domestic Competitive Advantage in Advanced Manufacturing, here. The steering committee grouped its recommendations into three categories—enabling innovation, securing the talent pipeline, and improving the business climate—and included ideas like boosting funding for R&D, tapping into the talent pool of returning veterans, and reforming the tax code to encourage investment in domestic manufacturing. The steering committee also endorsed the concept of a National Network for Manufacturing Innovation, a legislative proposal to support public-private institutes investing in cross-cutting technologies to create a nationwide “innovation ecosystem." The report details the unique role that manufacturing plays in the broader U.S. economy—as a direct source of jobs, as a spur to additional job growth across the economy, and as an important force for addressing the nation’s trade deficit. Most importantly, the report reveals that the nation’s continued strength in innovation depends on sustaining a close, two-way connection between the innovation and manufacturing processes. “Proximity to the manufacturing process creates innovation spillovers across firms and industries, leading to the ideas and capabilities that support the next generation of products and processes,” the report notes. “In this way, a vibrant manufacturing sector is inextricably linked to our capacity as a nation to innovate.” The AMP steering committee is co-chaired by Andrew Liveris, president, chairman, and CEO of Dow Chemical, and Susan Hockfield—who until this month was president of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. PCAST is co-chaired by John P. Holdren, science and technology advisor to the President and Director of the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, and Eric Lander, president of the Broad Institute of Harvard and MIT.

Advanced manufacturing inevitable – new act

Accounting 7/26 – [“House Democrats Propose Manufacturing Tax Credit Expansion” 7/26/12 http://www.accountingtoday.com/news/house-democrats-congress-manufacturing-tax-credit-clean-energy-bonds-63415-1.html //NGopaul]

The American Advanced Energy Manufacturing Jobs Act of 2012, introduced by Rep. Mike Thompson, D-Calif., extends and expands the 48C Advanced Energy Manufacturing Tax Credit. The bill would uncap the credit for certain advanced manufacturing—solar, fuel cell and battery—and provide a $3 billion capped credit for other manufacturing. H.R. 6206: The Build America Bonds Act, introduced by Rep. Richard Neal, D-Mass., would help finance state and local capital projects, including schools, transportation infrastructure, and public safety facilities and equipment, which build infrastructure and create jobs. The American Advanced Energy Manufacturing Jobs Act and the Build America Bonds Act are the sixth and seventh measures introduced in recent weeks as part of House Democrats’ No Excuses agenda as they try to encourage Republicans to act on measures to spur job growth. Other bills in the package include the Wind Powering American Jobs Act, the Hire Now Act, Invest in America Now Act, Investing in American Innovation Act of 2012, and The Bring Jobs Home Act. “These are proven programs that are vital in our effort to rebuild America’s infrastructure—and economy,” said Ways and Means ranking member Sander Levin, D-Mich., in a statement. “The 48C Advanced Energy Manufacturing Tax Credit provides a direct incentive to manufacture advanced energy products like solar panels and wind turbines here in the United States and keeps the American renewable energy industry globally competitive. Renewing Build America Bonds will provide the financing necessary for state and local governments to rebuild crumbling infrastructure and schools. There is no excuse to delay action.” The American Advanced Energy Manufacturing Jobs Act of 2012 is offset by repealing two provisions relating to major integrated oil companies. It would modify the rules that allow oil companies a foreign tax credit against their U.S. taxes to the extent that it pays income tax to a foreign government. The bill would also eliminate the expensing of intangible drilling costs. The Build America Bonds program was created in 2009 by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and expired at the end of 2010. The bill restores BABs and makes them permanent. For 2012, the subsidy rate for the bonds is set at 32 percent. The subsidy rate is reduced by one percentage point each year until it reaches a permanent rate of 28 percent in 2016. BABs spur job creation and unleash private-sector investments by helping state and local governments finance infrastructure projects—building schools, hospitals, transit systems, and water systems. This bill is offset by repealing the Section 199 manufacturing deduction for major integrated oil producers.

(_) New batteries makes it inevitable

Power Grid 7/10 - ["GE battery factory expanding in NY" 7/10/12 http://www.elp.com/index/display/article-display.articles.electric-light-power.renewable-energy.energy-storage.2012.July.GE_battery_factory_expanding_in_N_Y_.html.html //NGopaul]

GE will expand its advanced manufacturing battery factory in Schenectady, N.Y., which is part of the company's new energy storage business. The new Durathon battery products, which are half the size of conventional lead acid batteries but last ten times longer, are the result of GE's $100 million initial investment in battery technology developed at GE's Global Research Center in nearby Niskayuna, N.Y. The breakthrough technology will provide reliable and cost-effective energy storage options for a broad range of GE customers globally, including telecom and utility operators. GE will invest an additional $70 million to expand the Schenectady plant, effectively doubling production and adding 100 new jobs, which will bring the total factory workforce to 450 when at full capacity. Megatron Federal, an engineering company with products and services in power generation, transmission, distribution, construction and telecommunications based in Johannesburg, South Africa, has signed a purchase agreement for 6,000 batteries, which will be delivered in 2013. These batteries will ensure the continuous operation of telecom installations in Nigeria, and enable the customer to lower fuel consumption and emissions of the diesel generator powered telecom towers by up to 50 percent. The battery plant has received support from state and local government in New York, where GE has done business for 130 years. New York State committed $15 million when the new plant was announced in May 2009, and $5 million was committed by Schenectady County's Metroplex Development Authority.

(_) Also energy drives it

ThomasNet News 7/23 - ["Weekly Industry Crib Sheet: Manufacturing to Drive US Cities' Growth” 7/23/12 http://news.thomasnet.com/IMT/2012/07/23/weekly-industry-crib-sheet-manufacturing-to-drive-u-s-cities-growth/ //NGopaul]

As the U.S. continues to recover from the recession, metropolitan areas will be critical to the nation’s economic expansion, with manufacturing and energy as key drivers of urban growth, according to a new report from the United States Conference of Mayors. Prepared by IHS Global Insight, the study indicates that by the end of 2012, 300 of the country’s 363 metro areas will experience real economic growth (measured as “gross metro product”). Specifically, gains in energy and the resurgent manufacturing sector will provide expansion for Midwest industrial cities and metro areas that produce oil and natural gas. “Since the end of the recession – during which inventories were short and payroll fell drastically – firms have called back workers and expanded operations as the recovering economy has demanded a greater supply of manufactured goods,” the report explains. Examples reflecting the larger trend include two metro areas in Indiana: Elkhart-Goshen, which will expand its recreational vehicle manufacturing, and Columbus, which will increase advanced manufacturing in automobile metals, molds and precision tools production. The report also forecasts that U.S. metropolitan areas will experience considerable growth in international trade in the coming years, making the U.S. a net-positive exporter by 2020. However, mayors at a recent summer leadership meeting argued that failure to expand the country’s current infrastructure system will put the country’s global competitiveness in jeopardy.

Uniq: Manufacturing high
US manufacturing high – low wages

Bradford 5/29/12 (Harry, staff writer for The Huffington Post, “U.S. Manufacturing Sees Rebound On the Backs Of Low-Wage Workers”, 5/29/12, AD: 7/24/12, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/05/29/us-manufacturing-low-wage-workers_n_1552920.html) 

American manufacturing may be starting to bounce back, but the workers responsible for the turnaround aren’t seeing much of a pay off. U.S. manufacturing output has increased 13 percent over the past five years, according to the Wall Street Journal. But that increase in output has come on the backs of workers. Wages for manufacturing workers remain below 2009 levels and are actually closer to the level they were in 2000. High unemployment and increased competition abroad has pushed U.S. employers to keep pay low, even as productivity rises, the Wall Street Journal reports. The U.S. currently has the highest percentage of workers in low-wage jobs. Indeed, factory workers aren't the only ones struggling with stagnant wages. Between March 2011 and March 2012, real wages for all workers fell 0.6 percent. 

Uniq: Manufact Up
And, exports up – weak winter, new construction jobs

Market Watch 5/1

(“U.S. manufacturing growth picks up in April,” pg online @ http://articles.marketwatch.com/2012-05-01/economy/31509363_1_ism-index-new-orders-index-manufacturing-sector //um-ef)

WASHINGTON (MarketWatch) — Growth among U.S. manufacturers expanded in April at the fastest pace in 10 months, according to a closely followed survey. The Institute for Supply Management said Tuesday its survey of senior executives in the manufacturing sector rose to 54.8% from 53.4% in March, the highest reading since June 2011. Readings over 50% indicate that factories are expanding. The increase in the ISM index bucked a recent trend of data lagging economists’ expectations and indicated the nation’s manufacturing sector is still quite healthy. Economists polled by MarketWatch had expected the April index to fall slightly, to 53.3%. The new-orders index, an indication of future demand, jumped to 58.2% from 54.5% in March. The production index also rose, up 2.7 percentage points to 61.0%. On Wall Street, investors cheered the release of the ISM data and a better-than-expected report on construction spending. Stocks moved higher after beginning the day in negative territory. Manufacturers got a boost from a warmer winter than usual, economists say, but the broad strength of the ISM report suggests the industry has found a nice groove, especially compared to other parts of the economy. Senior economist Eugenio Aleman of Wells Fargo said the ISM report is “positive for the start of the second quarter of the year and should help dispel the concern that manufacturing had stopped growing.”

Manufacturing revival now – cities and Chinese wage increases 
Forbes 5/24
(“Cities Leading An American Manufacturing Revival,” pg online @ http://www.forbes.com/sites/joelkotkin/2012/05/24/seattle-is-leading-an-american-manufacturing-revival/ //um-ef)
In this still tepid recovery, the biggest feel-good story has been the resurgence of American manufacturing. As industrial production has fallen in Europe and growth has slowed in China, U.S. factories have continued an expansion that has stretched on for over 33 months. In April, manufacturing growth was the strongest in 10 months. There are a number of reasons for this revival. Rising wages in China – up from roughly one-third U.S. levels to half that in a decade — and problems associated with protection of trademarks and other issues have led many U.S. executives to look back home. Some 22% of U.S. product manufacturers surveyed by MFGWatch reported moving some production back to America in the fourth quarter of 2011, and one in three said they were studying the proposition. Certainly how long this expansion can last is an open question, particularly given weakness in Europe and the slowdown in formerly fast-growing developing countries. But one thing is clear: the industrial resurgence is reshaping the economic and employment map in often unexpected ways. Now rather than being pulled down by manufacturing, our Best Cities For Jobs survey, conducted by Pepperdine University’s Michael Shires, found that many industrial regions are benefiting from their prowess. From 2010 through March, manufacturers added 470,000 jobs and enjoyed a rate of job growth 10% faster than the rest of the private economy. In the past many areas suffered from having too many industrial workers. Now it looks like we will have too few skilled ones, even in hard-hit sectors like the auto industry. In 2011 there were 50,000 unfilled U.S. job openings in industrial engineering, welding, and computer-controlled machine tool operating, according to the forecasting firm EMSI. If the revival continues, this shortage could worsen. To determine the cities that are leading the manufacturing revival, we assessed manufacturing employment growth in the 65 largest metropolitan statistical areas. Rankings are based on recent growth trends, as well as job growth over the past five and 10 years, and the MSAs’ momentum. Where Technology Meets Manufacturing In an era of excitement over the Internet, it is often forgotten that a majority of the country’s scientists and engineers work for manufacturers, and that industrial companies account for 68% of business R&D spending, which in turn accounts for about 70% of total R&D spending. Nowhere is this linkage between technology and industry more evident than in the Seattle-Bellevue-Everett area, which ranks first on our list of the metropolitan areas leading the manufacturing revival. Over the past year the region was No. 2 in the nation in manufacturing growth, with employment expanding 7.9%. The aerospace sector, led by Boeing, accounted for roughly half this expansion. The growth in aerospace and high-tech employment creates precisely the kinds of high-wage jobs, including for blue-collar workers, that are lacking in many parts of the country. In 2010 the average factory wage in the area was $64,925, up 9% from 2007. Most critically, manufacturing activity drives growth in other sectors of the economy. About one in six of all private-sector jobs depend on the manufacturing sector, and every dollar of sales of manufactured products generates $1.40 in output from other sectors, the highest of any industry.

*****American Steel*****

Uniq: Steel Up

Steel industry is recovering 

Shore 12 (Sandy [Ap business writer]. April 25. “US steel industry in a slow recovery from recession” http://www.seattlepi.com/business/article/US-steel-industry-in-slow-recovery-from-recession-3506780.php)
U.S. Steel posted a first-quarter loss of $219 million, or $1.52 per share, largely from a $399 million charge on the sale of its Serbian operations. It lost $86 million, or 60 cents per share, a year earlier. Revenue rose 6.3 percent to $5.17 billion. Excluding any items, U.S. Steel earned 67 cents per share, better than analysts' estimate of 44 cents per share. Shipments of flat-rolled steel, which is used in products such as appliances and vehicles, totaled 4.1 million net tons, the highest level since the third quarter of 2008. U.S. auto sales are at their best pace in five years. Shipments of tubular steel, which is used for pipes, increased 24.5 percent because of strong demand from energy companies drilling for oil. Looking ahead, Chairman and CEO John P. Surma expects second-quarter results to be comparable to the first three months of the year. He pointed to one industry in particular that's crimping results in North America. "I think the biggest missing link there is in construction," he said. "Most other markets have come back fairly well.” Argus Research analyst Bill Selesky said that investors remain worried about Europe. "Although they're kind of predicting break-even levels, I think the problem is that it could go negative in a heartbeat and I think that's got people scared," he said. Shares of U.S. Steel fell 57 cents to $27.65. AK Steel slipped 14 cents to $7.20.

The steel industry is rising due to increased prices 

The Wall Street Journal 11 
(John W. Miller. December 24 “Steel prices shine lifting USmakers”http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970204464404577114653185835424.html) 
Christmas came early for the U.S. steel industry. Buoyed by rising sales of cars, farm gear and oil-drilling equipment, steelmakers are increasing prices and expanding production after setbacks earlier this year when the U.S. recovery stalled and the European debt crisis deepened. Gerdau SA, based in Brazil, will invest $67 million to expand production at a plant in Monroe, Mich., which makes steel for aerospace and defense industries. Russian steelmaker OAO Severstal last month opened a new part of its plant in Columbus, Miss., a $550 million project that doubled annual capacity to 3.4 million tons. Molten iron moved past a furnace at ArcelorMittal's mill in Cleveland. "If you take the [European Union] out of the equation, things look pretty good," says Lou Schorsch, who oversees ArcelorMitta l's flat carbon operations in North and South America. Gerdau's Michigan plant expansion came as a "result of our confidence in the recovery and growth of the North American market," Chief Executive André Gerdau Johannpeter said last week. ArcelorMittal, AK Steel Holding Corp., Nucor Corp. and Severstal recently have raised prices on benchmark hot and cold rolled steel used by the auto industry. After declining earlier this year, steel prices are up 25% since Nov. 2, with, for example, mills charging around $750 a ton for hot rolled steel, from around $600, causing upward price pressure on goods from cars to washing machines. Tom Marchak, a vice president for Severstal North America, said that prices previously had declined for 33 weeks and that demand has reached a level "to support these increases." Total shipments by U.S. steel plants were 76.4 million tons in the first 10 months of 2011, up from 69.7 million tons over the same period in 2010. Still, producers remain cautious, noting that the U.S. is still recovering from a recession and gains could stall, if companies and consumers get skittish. Certain markets, including construction, remain weak and their outlook uncertain. Profit margins remain tight, due largely to high raw material and energy costs, and some producers are warning that increased imports and higher production could erode prices. Nucor issued a profit warning last week saying increased imports and new domestic supplies were eroding prices and margins. U.S. steel imports have risen 14.5% during the first 10 months of 2011, due to the strong markets and prices in the U.S., and could rise dramatically next year if growth in China, which produces half the world's steel, slows markedly. The European economy could crash even harder, hurting banks and businesses around the world." People remain spooked by the EU, and China potentially slumping," said Arcelor's Mr. Schorsch. The U.S., said Mr. Schorsch and others, has become an outlier in outperforming other regions. "There are some glimmers," said Alan McCoy, a spokesman for AK Steel. The strongest market: automotive. U.S. auto makers are expected to turn out 13.4 million vehicles in 2011, up from 10.4 million units in 2009, according to the Manufacturers Alliance for Productivity and Innovation. Shipments of steel, strip and coiled plate steel, used to make cars, were up 11.9% to 44.1 million tons in the first 10 months of 2011, compared to last year. Other markets are likewise strong, energy in particular. Gas and oil companies are buying more steel pipes to tap natural gas in shale basins. Michelle Applebaum, managing partner at Chicago-based research firm Steel Market Intelligence, noted that shipments of energy pipe were up 24.3% to 2.6 million tons in the first 10 months of 2011. That has helped keep prices strong in the U.S. relative to other parts of the world, she said. "The U.S. is ahead of everybody right now, thanks to pockets of activity" Ms. Applebaum added. Richard Robinson, president of Nebraska-based Norfolk Iron & Metal, a company that buys and distributes steel to car makers and other manufacturers, said demand for heavier flat rolled steel is high "thanks to agribusiness, and the push for gas drilling in the upper Midwest." As a result, he expects recently announced price increases to stick "at least for the short term." There are some bleak spots. Mr. Robinson said the company is selling less steel to makers of refrigerators, washing machines and other household appliances, which are typically big steel buyers. Household appliance production fell 4% in 2011, according to MAPI. Big manufacturers such as Whirlpool Corp. and Electrolux AB have cut jobs and output recently because of weak sales. Nonresidential construction has also suffered along with the real-estate market. Shipments of rebar, the steel that supports concrete in structures, were down 13% to 4.7 million tons during the first 10 months of 2011. In 2011, public works construction was down 9% while private non-residential construction, traditionally a big user of steel, was merely flat. Bremen Castings Inc., which makes castings, valves and other parts used in the military, agriculture and heavy truck industries, is ordering more steel with sales set to increase 25% from $47 million last year. The higher sales are helping to offset higher costs for steel. "We've seen steel prices go up 50 bucks, and we expect them to go up another 50 in January," says J.B. Brown, the company's president. Bremen recently paid $564 a ton for a shipment of two-inch thick plate steel kind of steel. "But that's OK because we're having a record year."
*****Auto/CAFÉ Advantage*****

CAFÉ Stuff

Gas Tax Increases will not be pivotal- will cause political backlash if raised  

Reader 3/24/12 [Stephen Reader covers politics for It's a Free Country, WNYC's interactive politics site. He joined the station in 2010 and has also worked for Studio 360, WNYC's Peabody Award-winning show about art, culture, and creativity. “Explainer: Will High Gas Prices Hurt Obama’s Re- Election Hopes?” http://www.wnyc.org/articles/its-free-country/2012/feb/24/gas-prices-explainer/] H. Kenner 

With gas prices on the rise—over $5/gallon in some places—Republican presidential candidates hammered the Obama administration this week for over-regulating domestic energy production. In a new 30-minute (yes, minute) Super Tuesday super-ad, Newt Gingrich blamed the President's policies for the recent spike in gas prices, and complained that reliance on Middle East oil has left American markets open to shudders in the wake of the Arab Spring. "This is the most expensive gas on average we've ever had," Gingrich opined. We're not sure where the former Speaker is getting his numbers. The Daily Fuel Gauge Report from AAA shows the highest recorded average as $4.114/gallon, which was in the summer of 2008. The current national average is almost 50 cents less at $3.64/gallon. Still, such a high number is not good news for Obama. Whether or not rising gas prices are the President's fault, incumbent parties tend to fare poorly in elections when consumers feel like they're paying an arm and a leg at the pump. But that doesn't mean incumbent parties fare poorly because of high gas prices, per se. Over at the New York Times' FiveThirtyEight blog, Nate Silver has found that "higher gas prices mean a poorer performance for the incumbent party," but the argument that there's a direct cause-effect relationship between the two was "fairly weak statistically." Higher gas prices are important to the extent that they affect things like G.D.P., inflation and unemployment. But there isn’t evidence that they matter above and beyond that...if the economy is growing at 4 or 5 percent in 2012, unemployment has declined significantly, and inflation remains tame, gas prices are unlikely to have much effect on Mr. Obama's prospects. Silver wrote these words about a year ago. Today, we know that the economy isn't growing as much as 4 or 5 percent (at least not yet); while unemployment may be declining, most Americans probably wouldn't call the changes "significant." But Obama can take some comfort in the fact that at least the picture doesn't seem to be getting worse. The economy is still growing: Nate Silver points out that in 1980, when Jimmy Carter lost re-election, gas was at an inflation-adjusted $3.37/gallon and GDP was shrinking at a rate of 3.7 percent. In 2008, when John McCain failed to keep Republican control of the White House and gas was $3.81/gallon, GDP was shrinking at a rate of 2.3 percent. Obama also has some ammunition against the kind of charges leveled by Newt. When Gingrich blames high gas prices on burdensome EPA regulations, the administration's foot-dragging over domestic oil exploration, or Obama's blocking the Keystone Pipeline, the President can remind voters of the disastrous BP oil spill—and that domestic oil production has actually increased since his election. Or he can release oil from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve again; Obama did that last year when unrest in Libya caused prices to spike, and it helped bring prices down almost 75 cents below their 2011 peak. That could backfire, however, and would look entirely political. It would also open up an opportunity for Gingrich to say, "See how low prices would be if we didn't have to rely on the Middle East and drilled in our own backyard?" 

CAFÉ Initiatives are a political nightmare 

Payne 6/11/11  [Henry is a staff writer for National Review Online. “Cost of Obama’s Green- Car Mandate: 260,000 jobs.” http://www.nationalreview.com/planet-gore/269683/cost-obamas-green-car-mandate-260000-jobs-henry-payne] H. Kenner

The purpose of federal fuel-economy mandates is to keep the agenda of green pols hidden lest the public awaken to their enormous costs. Want to make cars fuel efficient? Tax gas. And commit political suicide. So instead we get the stealthy Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) laws, which forces automakers to compromise cars to government standards, not those of customers. But sometimes those costs still leak out. The Detroit News’s dogged David Shepardson has unearthed a study by one of world’s most respected automotive research firms that reveals that President Obama’s radical CAFE mandate that vehicles average — average! — 62 MPG by 2025 “could force vehicle prices up by nearly $10,000, reduce sales by 5.5 million vehicles annually, and eliminate more than 260,000 jobs.” Shepardson is quoting from the Michigan-based Center for Automotive Research and the 260,000 job loss figure (consistent with past job losses from CAFE rule hikes) is another dent in White House’s propaganda that Green creates jobs. The CAR study also reveals that Obama’s NHTSA and EPA have been gaming the figures when it comes to the cost of their new rules. The center’s study predicts it will cost between $3,744 and $9,790 per vehicle, while the agencies have low-balled the figure at $770 to $3,500 per vehicle. The resulting costs would shrink the new-car market, with 5.5 million potential buyers disappearing (and manufacturing jobs with them) by 2025. That assumes that the auto fleet can even be built to meet such an absurd spec. Currently, no car — much less the average — meets 62 mpg. Indeed, only a handful of small vehicles meet the 35-mpg fleet-wide standard mandated in just five years. As a result, there is more gaming of the system, as automakers pour lobbying money into D.C. to effect regulatory agency rules handing credits to electric cars — whether customers buy them or not. This is change, Obama-style: More rules, more lobbyists, more corruption of government standards. It all adds up to more jobs for Washington bureaucrats, and fewer for the rest of the country. 

Obama will flip flop on CAFÉ standards- uniquely upsets voters

Schreiber 3/15/12 [Ronnie is a staff writer for Truth about Cars. “President Obama Says New CAFÉ standards Will Save Average Driver 8,000 a Year.” http://www.thetruthaboutcars.com/2012/03/president-obama-says-new-cafe-standards-will-save-average-driver-8000-a-year/] 

Last week in a speech at Daimler owned Freightliner truck plant, President Obama said that the new 55mpg CAFE standards will save a typical American family $8,000 a year on gasoline. That would be great news to most American drivers if it were true but the president took political science and law courses in college, not math. Or maybe his math isn’t off. 

 “When I ran for office, I went to Detroit and I gave a speech to automakers where I promised that I was going to raise fuel standards on our cars, so that they’d go further on a gallon of gas. I said we should do the same thing on trucks. I have to tell you, when I said it, I didn’t get a lot of applause in the room, because there was a time when automakers were resisting higher fuel standards — because change isn’t easy. But you know what, after three decades of not doing anything, we got together with the oil companies, we got together with the unions, we got together with folks who usually do not see eye to eye, and we negotiated new fuel economy standards that are going to make sure our cars average nearly 55 miles per gallon by the middle of the next decade. That’s nearly double what they get today — nearly double. (Applause.) Now, because of these new standards for cars and trucks, they’re going to — all going to be able to go further and use less fuel every year. And that means pretty soon you’ll be able to fill up your car every two weeks instead of every week -– and, over time, that saves you, a typical family, about $8,000 a year.” A typical American family can’t save $8,000 a year on gas because a typical family in American doesn’t spend that much on gas a year in the first place. Using the president’s math, the average car gets 55/2=27.5mpg. The average driver drives about 12,000 miles per year, which works out to 436 gallons @ 27.5 mpg. Even at $4/gallon, that’s still only $1745/year. Cutting that hypothetical typical American driver’s gasoline bill in half will save $872.72 a year, not $8,000. Reading over the transcript of the president’s remarks it’s possible the he simply misspoke. According to estimates, the new CAFE standards will save about $8,200 over the life of the vehicle, not in one year. Earlier in the speech Obama praised Freightliner’s participation in the federal “SuperTruck” initiative, whose target is saving $15,000/year per large truck. A big over the road truck travels so many miles in a year that a significant improvement in fuel economy could save that much. A typical American family, though, doesn’t drive their car 100,000 miles a year. So maybe the president confused savings per year with savings over the life of the vehicle and didn’t just make a bad math error. On the other hand, there is one way that the president’s math works out. His recent press conference remarks about rising gas prices not being good for him politically are true. However, the president is talking about the savings that will take place in “the middle of the next decade”, meaning 2025, thirteen years hence, when he’ll be long out of office and earning six figure honoraria for his speeches. An average family could indeed save $8,000 a year if gasoline rises to $37/gal by 2025. While I believe that the president’s policies are aimed at making traditional energy more expensive in order to make alternative energy more financially viable, I sincerely doubt that even he would want a nine fold increase in the price of gasoline over the next decade.

Auto Industry High Now

Auto industry recovering – fuel-efficient vehicles and delayed car purchases during the recession

Plumer, 4/3/12 (Brad, staff writer for The Washington Post, “Auto industry’s higher sales reflect demand for smaller, more fuel-efficient cars”, 4/3/12, AD: 7/26/12, http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/auto-industrys-higher-sales-reflect-demand-for-smaller-more-fuel-efficient-cars/2012/04/03/gIQA0I8xtS_story.html)

Back in August, when General Motors began rolling out its tiny $14,000 Chevy Sonic from its retooled factory in Lake Orion, Mich., analysts were nervous. The conventional wisdom was that no automaker could make money building a subcompact car in the United States. Toyota couldn’t do it. Honda couldn’t do it. True, GM had struck a deal with its union, the United Auto Workers, to reduce labor costs at the plant by paying 40 percent of the workers an “entry level” wage. And the ultra-light car, which gets 40 miles per gallon, was one of GM’s most innovative. But history was not in its favor. Half a year later, GM’s gamble on the Sonic — part of the company’s push to develop smaller, more fuel-efficient cars — appears to be paying off. Sales of the Sonic have risen steadily in every month, reaching 8,251 units last month. And on Tuesday, the automaker announced a whopping 12 percent rise in overall vehicle sales for March over the previous year. Nearly half of that increase, the company said, was driven by demand for smaller cars and crossover vehicles that get better than 30 miles per gallon. The rest of the Big Three are following suit. By introducing new lineups of small and mid-size cars and by cutting costs since teetering on the brink of collapse three years ago, GM, Ford and Chrysler are slowly reclaiming market share from once-unsinkable foreign competitors such as Toyota. In March, both Ford and Chrysler posted their best sales months in four years. Chrysler, which filed for bankruptcy in April 2009, has recorded 24 straight months of year-over-year sales gains. GM has seen bumps for every model in its Chevrolet lineup — even the electric Volt, with sales doubling in March. “The economic recovery and a deep bench of fuel-efficient cars and crossovers have been driving our sales for more than a year, but the combined impact has never been stronger than it was in March,” Don Johnson, vice president of GM’s U.S. sales operations, said in a statement. “Since the last time fuel prices spiked, both the economy and GM’s product portfolio are undeniably stronger.” American automakers are faring well, in part, because the entire industry is recovering. U.S. vehicle sales for March reached an estimated 1.42 million, the best month since August 2007. That’s largely due to an improving economy and the fact that many Americans delayed car purchases during the recession. The average vehicle is a record 10.8 years old, according to automotive research firm R.L. Polk & Co. And credit is much more readily available this year. But there’s a more subtle reason that the Big Three are succeeding. With gasoline prices topping $4 per gallon in many parts of the country, Detroit needed to offer reliable, fuel-efficient vehicles that Americans would actually buy. And, unlike when they faced this situation in 2008, the Big Three are well prepared this time around. “The Big Three are in a far better place than they were in 2008,” said Michelle Krebs, a senior analyst at Edmunds.com. “They’re all producing really good mid-sized cars, compact cars, subcompact cars. Back then, they often didn’t even have a player in some of those categories. There wasn’t a Ford Fiesta [in the United States]. There wasn’t the type of Ford Focus we have now. There wasn’t a Chevy Cruze, a Chevy Sonic.”

Auto industry thriving – more car purchases keeping factories open

IBT, 7/26/12 (International Business Times, “US Jobless Claims Fall To Lowest Level Since February On Volatile Auto Jobs”,  7/26/12, AD: 7/26/12, http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/367132/20120726/jobless-claims-auto-industry.htm)

Americans seeking unemployment benefits dropped by 35,000 last week, to 353,000, the Department of Labor announced Thursday, representing the biggest drop in applications for first-time jobless benefits since February. The previous week saw 388,000 claims. The four-week adjusted average declined 8,750 to 367,250, the lowest level since March. Part of the reason for the less-than-expected decline of 380,000 was that the auto industry kept running factories that would have normally closed during the annual summer season lull. However, this year saw an uptick in car purchases that kept some facilities open, or closed for a shorter time. "In recent weeks, the Labor Department has reported that the timing of the annual auto retooling is at odds with what the seasonal factors had expected," said Michael Gapen, an economist for Barclays Capital Research, in his research notes. "We, therefore, suggest reading the week-to-week changes in the headline claims data with a pinch of salt for the time being. We continue to believe the four-week moving average is a better indicator of conditions in the labor market, and by that measure we suggest there is some reason for optimism in this report. 

GOP Blocks

Republicans won’t let CAFÉ pass
Daily Tech.  11. [“Republicans Try to Block 54.5 MPG CAFE Standard” Daily Tech. <http://www.dailytech.com/Republicans+Try+to+Block+545+MPG+CAFE+Standard/article23081.htm>]MRaina

California, the Obama administration, and the big three from Detroit have all agreed in spirit to the proposed fuel economy standards that will push fleet wide economy to 54.5 mpg by 2025. While states and automakers have agreed to the standard, there are still battles being waged in Washington in an attempt to get the rules overturned. More than 60 Republicans in the House are working to bar the Obama administration from finalizing the fuel economy standards for the 2017 through 2025 model years. There were also three Democrats among those backing the bill to stop the fuel economy hikes.  The lawmakers are trying to convince the House to add a provision to a spending bill that would block the EPA and California from moving forward with fuel emissions limits. According to the proposal, the NHTSA would be able to set fuel economy standards, but only through 2021 "A one-year 'timeout' is necessary as EPA and (California) are setting national fuel economy standards without explicit authorization by Congress, under laws not designed to regulate fuel economy," said the letter signed by Reps. Mike Rogers, R-Brighton; Joe Barton, R-Texas; Tim Walberg, R-Tipton; Darrell Issa, R-Calif.; and others."  The effort to bar the new fuel economy standards is strongly backed by the National Automobile Dealers Association (NADA). The NADA is lobbying congress to block the proposed fuel economy standards. The fear is that the new standards would regulate out of existence most new vehicles that sell for under $15,000.

*****Deterrence Answers*****

Deterrence Strong

(_) Deterrence high – strong presence

The Epoch Times 7/23 – [International Media Organization “US Military Bases Growing Worldwide” 7/23/12 http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/world/us-military-bases-growing-worldwide-269170.html //NGopaul]

A few online outposts have started to comment on America’s enormous collection of international military bases. The United States maintains the largest collection of foreign military bases in world history. Officially, at the beginning of 2011, there were 1,429,367 American troops stationed in 150 countries worldwide. This number does not include contractors who outnumber troops in Iraq and Afghanistan or the operations of the CIA or other secretive units. Anthropologist David Vine spent three years researching the changing structure of America’s military bases worldwide. His research found a network of more than 1000 American bases, located on every continent except Antarctica. “While the collection of Cold War–era giant bases such as those in Germany are shrinking, the global infrastructure of bases overseas has exploded in size and scope” David Vine posted online at TomDispatch.com. He describes “a new generation of bases the military calls “lily pads” (as in a frog jumping across a pond toward its prey). These are small, secretive, inaccessible facilities with limited numbers of troops, spartan amenities, and pre-positioned weaponry and supplies… Around the world, from Djibouti to the jungles of Honduras, the deserts of Mauritania to Australia’s tiny Cocos Islands, the Pentagon has been pursuing as many lily pads as it can, in as many countries as it can, as fast as it can. Although statistics are hard to assemble, given the often-secretive nature of such bases, the Pentagon has probably built upwards of 50 lily pads and other small bases since around 2000, while exploring the construction of dozens more… not to mention 11 aircraft carrier task forces — essentially floating bases — and a significant, and growing, military presence in space. The United States currently spends an estimated $250 billion (A$241 billion) annually maintaining bases and troops overseas.” David Vine posted. Mark Gillem agrees, and he explains in his book, America Town: Building the Outposts of Empire, “avoidance” of local populations, publicity, and potential opposition is the new aim. “To project its power, (the United States wants) secluded and self-contained outposts strategically located (around the world)” he says. The strategy is demonstrated in Yemeni counter-terrorism efforts where “teams of CIA officers and US contractors have operated in Yemen for some time, hunting Al Qaeda militants and developing intelligence for drone strikes” as sited in the Los Angeles times. An article in The Guardian stated that America has increased their military aid package to Yemen from less than US$11 million in 2006 to more than $70 million in 2009, as well as providing up to $121 million for development over the next three years. In Australia, despite some local unrest and objections from China, America negotiated for 2500 US Marines to ‘share’ a base in Darwin. In a Sydney Morning Herald article, Australian Defense minister Stephen Smith said the US marine presence was ”qualitatively different” from a base although US marines have been given access to Australia’s air and naval bases. The Pentagon is also pursuing plans for a drone and surveillance base in Australia’s Cocos Islands. Nick Turse is another researcher of US military strategy from TomDispatch.com, “Forget full-scale invasions and large-footprint occupations on the Eurasian mainland. Instead, think: special operations forces… proxy armies… the militarisation of spying and intelligence… drone aircraft… cyber-attacks, and joint Pentagon operations with increasingly militarised ‘civilian’ government agencies,” he wrote. The ‘lily pad’ overseas bases have begun to generate some scrutiny from Republicans, Democrats and New York Times columnist Nicholas Kristof. While congress is looking for ways to trim the deficit, closing such overseas bases might make more dollars and sense than ever.

(_) Deterrence effective – troop presence in the gulf

The Bulletin 7/3 - ["Bigger U.S. troop presence in gulf sends deterrence message to Iran" 7/3/12 http://www.bendbulletin.com/article/20120703/NEWS0107/207030341/ //NGopaul]

The United States has quietly moved significant military reinforcements into the Persian Gulf to deter the Iranian military from any possible attempt to shut the Strait of Hormuz and to increase the number of fighter jets capable of striking deep into Iran if the standoff over its nuclear program escalates. The deployments are part of a long-planned effort to bolster the U.S. military presence in the gulf region, in part to reassure Israel that in dealing with Iran, as one senior administration official put it last week, “When the president says there are other options on the table beyond negotiations, he means it.” But at a moment that the U.S. and its allies are beginning to enforce a much broader embargo on Iran’s oil exports, meant to force the country to take seriously the negotiations over sharply limiting its nuclear program, the buildup carries significant risks, including that Iran’s powerful Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps could decide to lash out against the increased presence. The most visible elements of this buildup are Navy ships designed to vastly enhance the ability to patrol the Strait of Hormuz — and to reopen the narrow waterway should Iran attempt to mine it to prevent Saudi Arabia and other oil exporters from sending their tankers through the vital passage. The Navy has doubled the number of minesweepers assigned to the region, to eight vessels, in what military officers describe as a purely defensive move. For President Barack Obama, the combination of negotiations, new sanctions aimed at Iran’s oil revenues and increased military pressure is the latest — and perhaps the most vital — test of what the White House calls a “two track” policy against Iran. In the midst of a presidential election campaign in which his opponent, Mitt Romney, has accused him of being “weak” in dealing with the Iranian nuclear issue, Obama seeks to project toughness without tipping into a crisis in the region. “The message to Iran is, ‘Don’t even think about it,’” one senior Defense Department official said. “Don’t even think about closing the strait. We’ll clear the mines. Don’t even think about sending your fast boats out to harass our vessels or commercial shipping. We’ll put them on the bottom of the gulf.”

Deterrence Fails

(_) Deterrence won’t work - Iran

Daily News 7/23 - ["With Iran, deterrence won't work" 7/23/12 http://www.nydailynews.com/opinion/iran-deterrence-work-article-1.1118933?localLinksEnabled=false //NGopaul]

Prof. Kenneth Waltz recently made this dangerously naive argument: “If Iran goes nuclear, Israel and Iran will deter each other, as nuclear powers always have . . . leading to a Middle East that is more stable than it is today.” Anyone who harbors illusions about how the world will look after Iran acquires nuclear weapons should read “The Last Israelis” by Noah Beck. One of the characters in this doomsday novel notes that deterrence “makes sense only for a big country . . . that can survive the first strike.” The doctrine of mutually assured destruction, which has kept the world’s most dangerous weapons in their silos for generations, promotes peace and stability only when the opposing powers have sufficiently large territories and populations. The United States and Russia each has over 3 million square miles of land and over 130 million people. Between such large countries, the “assured destruction” following any first atomic strike would be “mutual” indeed. But this paradigm cannot apply to certain Middle East conflicts because of how different the numbers are. Twenty-two Arab states comprise more than 5 million square miles and more than 350 million people. Israel has just 8,000 square miles and 7.6 million people. These disparities help to explain why Israel has invested so much in maintaining its qualitative military edge. Israel must possess weapons so powerful that even a united attack by all aggressors in the region is overwhelmingly discouraged. Signs of weakness in the Middle East are only exploited. After Israel withdrew from South Lebanon in 2000, Iran-backed Hezbollah launched an unprovoked attack in 2006, leading to war. While the conflict ended without the decisive victory that Israel’s long-term deterrence requires, Israel’s military response was strong enough to buy the country relative quiet on its northern front during the last six years. Similarly, when Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon withdrew from Gaza in 2005, the Palestinians — rather than reciprocate with peace or confidence-building measures — perceived Israel’s disengagement as weakness and used Gaza to launch 8,000 rockets, threatening a million civilians in Israel’s south. It was only after Israel’s forceful military response in 2009 against Iran-backed Hamas that Israel’s deterrent was restored and relative quiet returned. When the “balance of power” model of deterrence is applied to a confrontation between Israel and a nuclear-armed Iran, the paradigm is as inapplicable as it is in the Arab-Israeli conflict. With 591,000 square miles and a population of 79 million, Iran has roughly 75 times more territory than Israel and 10 times as many people. Such dramatic asymmetries make a first strike by Iran tempting, as evidenced by the words of a so-called moderate in the Iranian leadership, Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani, an ex-president who is still influential. n a Dec. 14, 2001, speech, Rafsanjani said: “If one day the Islamic world [acquires nuclear weapons], then the imperialists’ strategy will reach a standstill because the use of even one nuclear bomb inside Israel will destroy everything. However, it will only harm the Islamic world. It is not irrational to contemplate such an eventuality. Jews shall expect to be once again scattered and wandering around the globe the day when this appendix is extracted from the region and the Muslim world.” Those who favor or can countenance a nuclear Iran take comfort in describing the regime as rational. Rafsanjani’s speech reveals the true nature of that “comforting” rationality: Iran clearly understands that the “mutually assured destruction” that produced a Cold War stalemate is irrelevant to a conflict with a minuscule country like Israel. Another concern about the regime’s “rationality” is its penchant for terrorism, which likely contributed to the recent bombing in Bulgaria. If Iran or its ally Hezbollah regularly resorts to terrorism without possessing atomic weapons, how would they behave with a nuclear deterrent? And could Iran’s possession of nuclear materials make future terrorist attacks far more devastating? Suppose that the Iranian theocracy: 1) doesn’t remotely believe that launching a nuclear attack could hasten the arrival of the Islamic Messiah, and 2) spouted the last decade of genocidal, anti-Israel rhetoric only to distract Iranians from domestic problems. Does Iran have any rational reason to destroy Israel? Unfortunately, it does. By achieving what no power could accomplish in 64 years, Iran would attain unchallenged hegemony in the Middle East. Such status would bring substantial benefits: skyrocketing oil prices, easier resolution of resource and border disputes in Iran’s favor and swifter exportation of Iran’s radical Islamic ideology. With nuclear deterrence, size matters. Thus, there is serious reason to worry whether the first Iranian nukes could bring about “The Last Israelis.”

*****Deficits Adv*****

AT: Defense Cuts Bad

 (_) Defense cuts won’t harm the economy or national security

Glaser 7/5 – [John writes for Anti-war, an online newspaper. “No, Cutting Defense Won’t Harm the Economy or ‘National Security’” 7/5/12 http://antiwar.com/blog/2012/07/05/no-cutting-defense-wont-harm-the-economy-or-national-security/ //NGopaul]

There are two doomsday scenarios Washington and their welfare recipients in the war industry are predicting if defense budgets get cut. The first is that the defense corporations will have to lay off workers and unemployment will increase massively, sending the country into another deep recession. The second is that we will be less safe. Both are completely untrue. Politicians from both parties have been harping about perverse economic consequences of budget cuts for a while now. They want to keep giving out goodies to their local corporations and fear any dip in employment. But defense corporations are now joining in the public relations campaign. One recent study, “commissioned by a top defense and aerospace trade association” – namely, the Aerospace Industries Association and the International Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers – found that “a new batch of planned Pentagon spending cut would cause 1 million jobs to be lost next year.” The National Association of Manufacturers, another lobby group, repeated this finding, adding that proposed cuts would “increase unemployment by 0.7 percent, and decrease gross domestic product by almost 1 percent.” But, as Lawrence Korb et al have just written, these lobby groups kind of fibbed up their numbers: Most of these jobs, however, would not come from the defense industry itself. To maximize their findings (and their political impact), both studies assessed the effects of defense sequestration on every sector of the economy that could be hit by “induced effects,” including secondary and tertiary effects like reduced consumer spending. As a result, the “1 million jobs” figure includes jobs in industries as distant from defense as “retail trade” and “leisure and hospitality services.” And besides, Korb points out, “defense spending is not a jobs program.” At least, it’s not supposed to be. And the jobs that these rent-seeking defense corporations maintain only show what big business can do with diverted (read: stolen and redistributed to less productive sectors) wealth. As Cato’s Chris Preble wrote this week, “It’s easy to focus exclusively on the companies and individuals hurt by the cuts and forget that the taxed wealth that funded them is being employed elsewhere.” US News and World Report: Gordon Adams, who over saw defense budgeting for the Clinton administration, says the industry-commissioned study fails to account for “a whole bunch of other things.” For instance, if the new cuts occur, Washington would be spending about $55 billion less than planned each year on the military. “That’s $55 billion that wouldn’t just disappear into the ether,” says Adams. “There would be other economic benefits from borrowing $55 billion for defense.” And finally, the proposed cuts to defense budgets (sequestration) are, frankly, puny. Overall defense industry profits have skyrocketed since 9/11 and the harshest scenario for defense cuts would put budgets back at about the 2007 level. But only after some time; after all, we’re talking here about a decrease in the rate of growth in projected defense spending. So budgets will still be growing. Just less fast. The minuscule defense cuts being contemplated could easily target areas of waste. As a recent report from the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments found, while the source of growth in annual defense budgets since 2001 has been mostly (54%) due to the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, much of the rest has been spent on wasteful superfluous weapons technology, bloated salaries and benefits plans, and expensive peacetime operating costs for the 900-plus military bases in 130-plus countries around the world. So, not only will these puny cuts not harm the economy, but the whole system of state-subsidized industry making bombs to kill hordes of nameless, faceless people abroad will be upheld. But will we be less safe? Defense Secretary Leon Panetta, by far the loudest money-grabbing warmonger of all, has described the sequestration cuts as a “doomsday mechanism.” I’m tempted to simply say that US foreign policy, and the economic system that sustains it, is constantly making us less safe by creating new enemies. But to take the argument more seriously on its own terms, the truth is that the US could cut defense spending by half and still outspend every other country in the world. Panetta and others have voiced concern that any decrease in spending would make it harder to face threats from the likes of Iran and North Korea, two countries with comparatively pathetic defense budgets and which present no credible threat. The cost of waging a covert U.S. campaign of cyber-terrorism, commercial sabotage, targeted assassinations, and proxy wars in Iran is probably costing a pretty penny. And all it’s doing is increasing the threat environment for Iran, which will do anything but make them give up their nuclear program (which all available evidence suggests is still entirely civilian in nature). Probably referring to China, Panetta has also mentioned the responsibility “to project our power in the world in order to make sure rising powers understand that the United States still has a strong defense.” This adheres closely to imperial grand strategy, which insists on a foreign policy actively militarist enough so as to prevent military competitors and keep all the world’s nation’s dependent on the U.S. as military superpower. Clearly, this has nothing to do with defending the country and wasting hundreds of billions of dollars on it every year is what is putting the country at risk. Not, as Washington would have you believe, making trivial cuts in the rate at which the war machine expands. This scrambling to avoid defense cuts – which could very well be successful, by the way – should not be surprising. There are huge profits to be gained and vital bureaucratic interests at stake. As Micah Zenko of the Council on Foreign Relations wrote in Foreign Affairs recently, “Warnings about a dangerous world also benefit powerful bureaucratic interests. The specter of looming dangers sustains and justifies the massive budgets of the military and the intelligence agencies, along with the national security infrastructure that exists outside government — defense contractors, lobbying groups, think tanks, and academic departments.” In other words, the politicians and the defense corporations are fighting for their own self interests, not for the sake of the American people to keep their factory jobs and be safe from foreign attack.

(_) Cuts are all hype – they happen all the time and can be designed to mediate harmful impacts

Dreyfuss 7/24 - [Robert is a Nation contributing editor and an investigative journalist specializing in politics and national security. "Defense Spending: Barney Frank Weighs In" 7/24/12 http://www.thenation.com/blog/169031/defense-spending-barney-frank-weighs# //NGopaul]

If you’re holding your breath waiting for Mitt Romney’s foreign policy speech today, here’s a hint: don’t. Keep breathing, because you’ll need all your breath to laugh as RMoney speaks about his vision of, well, who knows? Meanwhile, on a serious note, there’s a lot to say about defense and Pentagon spending. As I wrote for The Nation in 2011, it’s not likely that there will be substantive defense cuts before the 2012 election, though in 2013 it’s very possible. There is, of course, the endless debate over sequestration, but I don’t think that Congress will allow that to happen. (We’ll see.) But first of all, God bless Barney Frank et al.: A bipartisan commission appointed by Representative Barney Frank (D-Mass.) laid out ways on Friday to eliminate almost $1 trillion in defense spending over the next decade. The Sustainable Defense Task Force, a commission of scholars from a broad ideological spectrum appointed by Frank, the House Financial Services Committee chairman, laid out options the government could take that could save as much as $960 billion between 2011 and 2020. Yes, they do this every year—and yes, this time, too, it’s not going anywhere. But as I’ve pointed out in The Nation, more and more conservatives (and not just kooks like Ron Paul but Grover Norquist, cut-the-budget types, too) are buying in to the idea that the defense budget is bloated. Now and then, there are small surprises, like this one, suggesting that quite a few Republicans aren’t wedded to infinite Pentagon spending: In a surprise move, 89 Republicans joined 158 Democrats in the U.S. House of Representatives to vote in favor of reducing the Pentagon’s budget by $1.1 billion for 2013. The vote was held during debate of the defense appropriations bill, which the House passed July 19. The decline in spending was brought about through an amendment co-sponsored by Tea Party Republican Rep. Mick Mulvaney, R-S.C., and Rep. Barney Frank, D-Mass., one of the House’s most liberal members. Okay, I get it. It’s only $1.1 billion. Still, when many hawks are calling to expand Pentagon spending—and listen to RMoney’s speech today, too, on that score—it’s a sign of things to come. In contrast, here are RMoney’s top two defense advisers, from an op-ed urging the United States to build a much bigger Navy: A shrunken defense budget, for which the “pivot” [to Asia] is nothing more than a fig leaf, undercuts other aspects of the administration’s foreign policy. A strong military engenders equally strong alliances, and bolsters the force of our diplomacy. There is much symbolism, and more than a little irony, in the fact that we are pointing our military power toward the setting sun. This irony should not be lost on the American people. It clearly will not be lost on our enemies. No, but it’s lost on me. What you ought to read is Winslow Wheeler’s sterling account of recent Congressional hearings on defense spending, including testimony from the poobahs of the military-industrial complex. And if you’re interested, take a look at Defense Secretary Leon “Doomsday” Panetta, who seems utterly committed to military spending—at least through the election—in a DOD release on his meeting with virtually the entire military-industrial complex (also known as the “defense industrial base”): Secretary Panetta and senior members of his acquisition and budget team met today with leaders of the defense industrial base task force, organized by the Aerospace Industries Association, the Professional Services Council, and the National Defense Industrial Association. The meeting continues a regular dialogue Panetta and departmental leaders conduct with defense industry. For this meeting, the devastating impact of sequestration on the defense industrial base and key domestic sectors was the top item on the agenda. Panetta told industry representatives that his focus continues to be on preventing sequestration by urging Congress to achieve responsible deficit reduction. He emphasized the impossibility of planning for a sequester in a way that avoids its harmful impacts. There was agreement between the secretary and the CEOs that sequestration will do tremendous harm to domestic and national security programs across the board. Panetta further emphasized the department will remain focused on implementing the strategy-driven budget it has developed. He said that maintaining a strong, vibrant and innovative defense industrial base is one of his top long-term strategic priorities as secretary of defense. If Panetta sticks around after the election (assuming President Obama wins), it’ll take a lot of kicks in the rear to get him moving.

(_) Cuts don’t hurt the economy – their ev is based on flawed assumptions

The News Tribune 7/8 - ["Military panic attack: Defense contractors raising unnecessary alarm over budget cuts" 7/8/12 http://www.thenewstribune.com/2012/07/08/2208175/military-panic-attack-defense.html //NGopaul]

Since 1998, U.S. military spending has grown exponentially, reaching 20 percent of overall federal spending and more than half of discretionary spending levels not seen since the end of World War II. In particular, the portion of the budget used to purchase equipment from private industry has doubled over the last 14 years, growing from about $100 billion in 1998 to nearly $200 billion today. Unsurprisingly, the defense industry has enjoyed remarkable prosperity during this time, with industry profits quadrupling between 2001 and 2010. But with a struggling economy and the conclusion of two wars, the United States can no longer afford to fund a massive defense buildup in the absence of an existential threat. Every bipartisan group confronting the deficit problem – including the president’s Debt Commission (Simpson-Bowles), the Domenici-Rivlin Task Force, and the Gang of Six – has recommended reducing defense spending by about $1 trillion over the next decade. And the Budget Control Act (BCA), passed last summer, called for Congress to identify $1.2 trillion in cuts, revenue, or both to address this fiscal dilemma. If Congress failed, the act stipulated that $500 billion be automatically “sequestered” from defense (an equivalent amount would also be “sequestered” from nondefense programs) to meet the shortfall. Faced with the prospect of declining government spending, the defense industry has stepped into the fray. Whereas for much of the last decade the defense industry relied on fears of terrorism and the ongoing conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan to secure lucrative contracts, the end of the wars and the economic downturn have forced it to dramatically change its approach. Now, the defense industry is marketing itself as an essential job creator. Lockheed Martin, in particular, garnered headlines recently by announcing it will issue layoff notices to the majority of its 123,000 employees the week before the November elections unless sequestration is averted. It’s certainly a tactic tailored to the times. The question is: Will it work? The Lockheed announcement was not the first shot in this new battle. In October 2011, the Aerospace Industry Association (AIA) published an economic impact analysis which concluded that cuts of $1 trillion over 10 years would cost the U.S. economy more than 1 million jobs, increasing the rate of unemployment by 0.6 percent. More recently, the National Association of Manufacturers (NAM) echoed this dire economic forecast, reporting that the BCA plus sequestration would result in the loss of over 1 million jobs, increase unemployment by 0.7 percent, and decrease gross domestic product by almost 1 percent. Most of these jobs, however, would not come from the defense industry itself. To maximize their findings (and their political impact), both studies assessed the effects of defense sequestration on every sector of the economy that could be hit by “induced effects,” including secondary and tertiary effects like reduced consumer spending. As a result, the “1 million jobs” figure includes jobs in industries as distant from defense as “retail trade” and “leisure and hospitality services.” In addition to this methodological sleight of hand, the AIA and NAM studies are flawed for two fundamental reasons. • Defense spending is not a jobs program; it is a collective effort to address the threats facing the country, assure our national security, and secure our interests abroad. Therefore, the level of defense spending should be dictated by our national strategy and fiscal capacity, both of which point towards a drawdown. While it is in our interest to maintain essential industrial capacity, revenue growth and profit margins should not enter the calculus. Furthermore, if implemented wisely, $1 trillion in cuts spread over 10 years would not threaten our industrial base or national security. After more than a decade of real growth, such cuts would amount to a reduction of only about 15 percent in real terms and return defense spending to 2007 levels. • Defense spending is an extremely inefficient way to stimulate the economy. Both studies ignore the fact that defense spending creates far fewer jobs per billion dollars spent than other forms of government spending. For example, spending on educational services creates three times as many jobs as military spending and health care twice as many, according to research from the University of Massachusetts. Even tax cuts create almost 30 percent more jobs than money spent on weapons. So if Congress wants to spend taxpayer money to create jobs, it shouldn’t give it to defense contractors.

*****Solvency*****

No Solvency

(_) No solvency – alt causes

Policy Today 12 – [A twice-monthly digital magazine spanning topics in politics, economics, law and society “America’s Crumbling Infrastructure” July 2012 http://www.policytoday.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=274&Itemid=149 //NGopaul]

The problem, says Mineta, isn’t just roads and bridges – it’s sewage treatment plants, airport, and other costly projects. “When the steam pipe explosion occurred in New York City, it was aging infrastructure, but there are parts of New York that still use wooden flumes to carry water. It’s amazing. We still have wooden flumes from the 1890’s carrying our water!”

(_) No solvency – increased gas tax means less people drive – results in less funding

Policy Today 12 – [A twice-monthly digital magazine spanning topics in politics, economics, law and society “America’s Crumbling Infrastructure” July 2012 http://www.policytoday.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=274&Itemid=149 //NGopaul]

Regarding any increases in the gasoline tax, Hecox says that such a move could have little effect on increasing revenue. As the price of fuel rises, he says, some drivers may drive less, thereby nullifying a tax increase. In fact, he says, an increase could even lead to less tax revenue.

Doesn’t affect the price of oil 

National Review 2k9

(“And Global Warming Too! - Sorry, a gas tax won't solve all our problems,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Second, a $1-per-gallon gas tax is very unlikely to reduce gasoline consumption enough to de-fund our enemies or to have any serious effect on the theorized global warming. Gasoline consumption in the U.S. has been quite insensitive to price for several decades. As an example, even the enormous price spike of this past year reduced demand by less than 4 percent. The argument of gas-tax advocates is that a long-run increase in gasoline price will create a greater response because, while it's hard to change your behavior when gas prices go up if you own an SUV and live 20 miles from work without nearby public transit, sustained high prices will lead people to move closer to work or bus stops, buy more fuel-efficient cars, and so on. This notion is surely correct, at least to some degree, but there are limits to it. Germany, for example, is something of a limit case: It combines factors that tend to lead to lower oil consumption -- it has a population density higher than America's, a per capita GDP 30 percent lower than America's, and sustained gasoline taxes of several dollars per gallon -- but it still uses a lot of petroleum. Let's make the very aggressive assumption that a $1-per-gallon tax would reduce aggregate U.S. gasoline demand by 20 percent: Even this reduction wouldn't be nearly enough to accomplish the stated goals of the tax increase. Finished motor gasoline accounts for about half of U.S. petroleum use. The U.S. consumes about 25 percent of global petroleum. So we are talking about a reduction in global demand for oil on the order of 20 percent times 50 percent times 25 percent; in short, 2.5 percent. Ten to twenty years from now. It's not likely that President Ahmadinejad of Iran is losing a lot of sleep over the prospective volume loss such a tax could create.

Saudi control ensures no effect

National Review 2k9

(“And Global Warming Too! - Sorry, a gas tax won't solve all our problems,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Let's make the very aggressive assumption that a $1-per-gallon tax would reduce aggregate U.S. gasoline demand by 20 percent: Even this reduction wouldn't be nearly enough to accomplish the stated goals of the tax increase. Finished motor gasoline accounts for about half of U.S. petroleum use. The U.S. consumes about 25 percent of global petroleum. So we are talking about a reduction in global demand for oil on the order of 20 percent times 50 percent times 25 percent; in short, 2.5 percent. Ten to twenty years from now. It's not likely that President Ahmadinejad of Iran is losing a lot of sleep over the prospective volume loss such a tax could create. Advocates argue, however, that this demand reduction might cause a collapse in oil prices. What's so surprising about this idea is that it ignores what created the actual collapse in petroleum prices in 1986 that led to almost 20 years of cheap oil. It wasn't reducing demand -- it was managing supply by getting the Saudis to increase production, which was was one of Reagan's greatest, though unheralded, foreign-policy triumphs. This fact exposes, among other things, that as long as the Saudis have the capacity to act as swing producers, attempts to control prices through demand reduction will be pushing on a string. If we try to cut prices by reducing demand, the Saudis can jack the prices right back up by cutting production. But can the Saudis continue to accomplish this, over time? The idea that the world is running out of oil is a lot less fashionable now than it was a few months ago, but most experts believe that oil will get more expensive over the course of the century as more unconventional sources need to be tapped to meet structurally growing global demand. In such a world, prices might be more subject to big swings based on demand reduction. As a very current example, uncertainty about true production capacity in the face of demand growth probably amplified the huge run-up in prices between 2004 and early 2008, and their subsequent collapse over the past few months as demand projections dropped in the face of a looming global recession. Over the next several decades, it is likely that there will be similar moments at which the ability suddenly to reduce demand could produce big price changes. But the gradual elimination of 2 or 3 percent of demand over decades would be very unlikely to do this.

Doesn’t solve warming

National Review 2k9

(“And Global Warming Too! - Sorry, a gas tax won't solve all our problems,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Similarly, higher gas taxes would not be an effective means of addressing global-warming risks. Even if one accepts current global-warming forecasts, the economics of carbon taxes designed to mitigate emissions are highly unattractive. Such reductions would be wise only if the actual climate impact of carbon emissions turned out to be dramatically worse than even the outer edge of the probability distribution of current predictions. If that highly unlikely disaster came about, the amount of warming avoided by a 2.5 percent reduction in global petroleum use would not make much difference. And it's certainly not wise to base tax policy for one class of carbon emissions on what might happen in one extremely unlikely scenario.
Doesn’t solve energy development

National Review 2k9

(“And Global Warming Too! - Sorry, a gas tax won't solve all our problems,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Finally, such a tax is very unlikely to stimulate the development of new technologies that otherwise would not be created. Western Europe is a huge potential market, and its gasoline prices have generally varied between about $3.50 and $7.50 per gallon over the past decade. There is no credible prospect of Europe's radically lowering its gas taxes. How would gas at $2.65 per gallon in the U.S. induce new technologies when much higher prices in Europe do not?

In the end, the current profligacy of various bailout and stimulus programs may force the undesirable necessity of higher taxes on us. In that case, it may be that gasoline taxes will have to be increased, just like many other classes of taxation. But gas taxes won't have some magic power to cure various world ills; they will just be a way for the government to collect more money from people who drive to work every day, in order to give it to others.

*****Case Offense*****

Aluminum D.A.

Gas Tax spurs growth in the Aluminum sector 

Slaughter 6/26/12 [Nathan Slaughter is Chief Investment Strategist of Market Advisor, Scarcity & Real Wealth, and Energy & Income at StreetAuthority.com. “Obama’s “CAFÉ” Mandate could double demand for this metal.” http://finance.townhall.com/columnists/nathanslaughter/2012/07/26/obamas_cafe_mandate_could_double_demand_for_this_metal/page/2] H. Kenner 

On July 19, I told you about one of the biggest opportunities in commodities since 1997. If you missed my analysis, the point was simple: Aluminum hasn't been this attractively priced in more than 15 years. But aluminum's depressed price levels aren't the only reason I'm bullish on the metal. In fact, there's another catalyst affecting this commodity right now... and it could increase demand by more than 200% in a little more than a decade. Before I get into that though, let me ask you this... Does your car get 54.5 miles per gallon? Mine doesn't. Not even close. But that's the mandate that has been set down by President Obama's Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards. And while you may not have heard about this government edict, the automakers know all about it. The 54.5 miles per gallon rule doesn't go into effect until 2025, but automakers are still scrambling to meet the 2016 CAFE standard of 35.5 miles per gallon. The United States isn't alone either. Other countries are implementing similar rules and regulations. So automotive engineers around the world are under pressure to find ways to squeeze out more miles per gallon from newer models. As with any regulatory change, there will be winners and losers from these tighter fuel-economy standards. Judging by feedback from manufacturers, it seems that steel will relinquish some of its market share to aluminum. Since aluminum is more lightweight than steel, aluminum supports better gas mileage when it's used to make cars. In order to meet the new CAFE mandate, automakers are using more aluminum in the automobile manufacturing process. That's one reason aluminum usage in the auto sector could double by 2025. One of the biggest aluminum miners -- Alcoa (NYSE: AA) -- is already starting to see the effects of the CAFE mandate... In June, Alcoa's Randall Scheps told a group of industry executives: "We have every car maker calling us, wanting to increase their aluminum content, wanting to start new R&D projects about how they can convert bodies from steel to aluminum, wanting to convert hoods and doors." This comes from Alcoa's director of automotive marketing, so some cheerleading is to be expected. But that doesn't make his comments less true. The next time you get stuck in traffic, staring at an endless line of brake lights in front of you, picture all those hoods and doors rolling off the assembly lines with aluminum instead of steel. As a consumer, I'm not thrilled with the fuel mandates. There's no doubt the costs of complying will be passed along to drivers like you and me. That being said, investors can take advantage of these regulatory catalysts. High-end carmakers such as BMW are already upping their aluminum content. And this could be just the beginning. Right now, the average vehicle is built with 343 pounds of aluminum. Alcoa believes the total will eventually rise to 550 pounds. Multiply that by about the millions of cars and trucks assembled every year, and you understand why aluminum producers could be in for a demand jolt. If Alcoa's forecasts are accurate, auto industry aluminum consumption could double to 24.8 million tons per year by 2025 from 11.5 million tons per year. Don't get me wrong, this investment isn't without risk. The European debt crisis and slowing Chinese growth could hurt demand for automobiles. Not to mention, the mandate changes are still years away and could be adjusted going forward. But still, this is a major catalyst that aluminum producers like Alcoa have going for them right now. With aluminum trading at its lowest relative valuation in the past 15 years -- and Obama's CAFE mandate helping surcharge demand for the lightweight metal -- this look like one of the biggest opportunities in commodities we've seen in years. Good investing!

Aluminum Key to all facets of Aerospace dominance 

Morris 01 [Dr. Alex is a Technical Manager at Alcoa Incorporated. “Aluminum Alloys Incorporated.” http://www.azom.com/article.aspx?ArticleID=502] H. Kenner  

 The aerospace industry demands a lot from the materials it uses. Demands include improved toughness, lower weight, increased resistance to fatigue and corrosion. The boundaries of material properties are being constantly extended as manufacturers strive to give the next generation of aircraft improved performance while making them more efficient (figure 1). Aluminium is one of the key materials facing these challenges. Aluminium alloy plate is used in a large number of aerospace applications, ranging in complexity and performance requirements from simple components through to primary load bearing structures in aircraft such as the Airbus A340 and Boeing 777 (figure 2). The demands being made on the materials have stimulated significant advances in their development and manufacture at British Aluminium Plate (BAP), a division of The Luxfer Group.  Economic Pressures The attention of the civil aerospace industry is turned to reducing manufacturing and direct costs. One consequence of this is that complex components machined out of thick plate increasingly are replacing parts previously machined from die forgings or fabricated from sheet and extrusions. This means that aluminium alloy plate producers are facing increasingly challenging performance targets. For example, machined web thicknesses of less than 1mm may ultimately be required if components currently fabricated from sheet are to be replaced by ‘hogouts’ from thick plate. In addition, the plate used in these applications must be free of defects, such as porosity, that, if present, could occupy a major proportion of the cross-sectional area of the thinnest webs. Processing Improvements BAP has made significant improvements to the manufacturing routes for its existing alloys such as 7010, T7651 and 7050 T7451 in response to the increasing demands of airframers. These new routes have resulted in better properties, including short transverse (ST) ductility, fatigue performance and fracture toughness. Strength is a crucial requirement of any alloy playing a load-bearing role in aerospace applications. However, the potential tensile ductility and toughness of 7XXX series alloys is reduced by the presence of coarse secondary phase particles. Intermetallic phases of concern in alloys such as 7010 and 7050 include Al7Cu2Fe, Mg2Si and Al2CuMg (S-phase). The volume fractions of Al7Cu2Fe and Mg2Si are essentially fixed by alloy chemistry and so can be lowered by altering composition. The volume fraction of S-phase for a given alloy chemistry, on the other hand, must be minimised by optimising the thermal treatments used in plate manufacturing. Differential Scanning Calorimetry BAP uses the technique of differential scanning calorimetry (DSC) to quantify the volume fraction of S-phase. DSC is a valuable tool for monitoring the effects of alloy chemistry and thermal processing on the volume fraction of S-phase in the finished plate. What is more, the technique allows the relationship between the volume fraction of S-phase and mechanical properties such as tensile ductility and fracture toughness to be studied. BAP used this technique to optimise alloy chemistry and processing for thick 7010 T7651 plate, which is used for wing spars in large civil aircraft. DSC showed which thermal processes resulted in the minimum amount of S-phase in the material, and this proprietary information is now used to give an increase in ST ductility of almost 2% for plate thickness ranging from 25mm to 160mm. A similar approach was applied to 7050 T7451 plate in order to increase the plane stress fracture toughness of this material. Again, significant improvements in fracture toughness resulted from reducing the volume fraction of S-phase. Fatigue The fatigue performance of thick plate is another area of increasing importance in aerospace applications. Materials specifications are being introduced that require uniaxial fatigue testing for release certification purposes. One such specification for 7050 T7451 plate calls for a minimum average life of 120,000 cycles when tested at a maximum stress of 241MNm-2. The fatigue life of aluminium alloys is governed primarily by crack initiation, which is accelerated by the presence of microporosity in the alloy structure. Such microporosity can arise during the DC casting of long freezing range 7XXX alloys if gas levels are not minimised and casting parameters are not set to give optimised solidification processes in the solid-liquid zone. BAP has used mathematical models of DC casting to develop processes that ensure minimum levels of microporosity. Thick Ingot Manufacture In addition, procedures for casting thick rolling ingots have been developed. Manufacturing plate using thick ingots gives additional improvements to fatigue performance by increasing the amount of mechanical deformation required to achieve a given plate thickness. This additional working reduces both the size and volume fraction of any microporosity present in the as-cast condition, and so improves the fatigue performance of the finished plate. Stress Corrosion Cracking The commercial exploitation of high strength AlZnMgCu alloys is often restricted by their increased susceptibility to stress corrosion cracking (SCC) when in their peak-aged condition. Many aerospace applications demand excellent resistance to SCC owing to the conditions of service. To get round this problem, the materials usually are used in an over-aged condition that provides a significant improvement to SCC resistance and exfoliation corrosion. However, over-ageing results in a loss in strength of 10-15%. Artificial Ageing BAP has used alternative artificial ageing treatments, such as retrogression and re-ageing (RRA), to achieve the SCC resistance exhibited by over-aged alloys while maintaining peak aged strengths. These thermal treatments consist of a retrogression or reversion stage in which the near peak-aged material is heated for a short time at 220-280°C, followed by re-ageing at lower temperatures. During retrogression, strength falls rapidly to a minimum, partially recovers and finally decreases. Re-ageing after short retrogression stages restores strength to that of the peak aged material, but extended re-ageing ultimately results in a loss of strength. BAP has found that for 7150 and other high strength 7XXX series aluminium alloys, strength levels equivalent to or higher than those found in alloys in the T651 condition can be achieved in the laboratory using such RRA processes. However, the thermal processes used to give such properties are not usually commercially practical for the large plates required in upper wing skinning of large civil aircraft, for example. BAP has therefore developed alternative, commercially viable RRA-type artificial ageing processes. A number of factors must be considered when designing such a process. The heating rate to the retrogression temperature must produce a microstructure suitable for retrogression. The retrogression temperature must have a reasonable tolerance to allow for temperature variations within a furnace load and between different furnace loads. The retrogression time should be long enough to allow the use of conventional ovens. Finally, for economic reasons, the number of separate heat treatments should be kept to a minimum. With these things in mind, the R&D team ran a broad range of tests to gauge the effects of various heat treatment regimes on conventional 50mm thick 7150 plate. The effect of the various thermal treatments was monitored using electrical conductivity measurements and hardness testing. Electrical conductivity measurement is a straightforward procedure and interpreting the results is simple for AlZnMgCu alloys. The higher the conductivity, the greater the resistance to environment sensitive cracking. BAP's experiments showed that by carefully controlling retrogression temperature, time and cooling rate after retrogression, it is possible with a two stage heat treatment practice to produce aluminium alloys with properties very similar to those obtained with three stage RRA practices. This was subsequently demonstrated with a full scale manufacturing trial using plate thicknesses from 9.5 to 57.2mm. The heat treatment process used was designed to achieve maximum resistance to exfoliation corrosion in the alloy, while still exceeding tensile property specifications for 7150 T651 plate. Summary The above has highlighted just a few examples of developments that have been made at BAP in response to increasing performance requirements from customers in the aerospace industries. Improvements to the fatigue, ductility and fracture toughness of thick 7010 and 7050 plate have been achieved through optimisation of chemical composition and casting/processing parameters. Two stage artificial ageing practices for 7150 that provide T651 strength levels with superior stress corrosion and exfoliation corrosion resistance have also been developed. Ultimately, work such as this will ensure that aluminium alloys maintain their wide range of uses in the aerospace industry, and that aircraft of the future will continue to offer improved performance thanks to the advances in the materials from which they are built. 

Aerospace is key to hegemony 

Walker et al, 02 - Chair of the Commission on the Futureof the United States Aerospace Industry Commissioners (Robert, Final Report of the Commission on the Futureof the United States Aerospace Industry Commissioners, November,http://www.trade.gov/td/aerospace/aerospacecommission/AeroCommissionFinalReport.pdf 
Aerospace will be at the core of America’s leadership and strength in the 21st century. The role of aerospace in establishing America’s global leadership was incontrovertibly proved in the last century. This industry opened up new frontiers to the world, such as freedom of flight and access to space. It provided products that defended our nation, sustained our economic prosperity and safeguarded the very freedoms we commonly enjoy as Americans. It has helped forge new inroads in medicine and science, and fathered the development tof commercial products that have improved our quality of life. Given a continued commitment to pushing the edge of man’s engineering, scientific and manufacturing expertise, there is the promise of still more innovations and new frontiers yet to be discovered. It is imperative that the U.S. aerospace industry remains healthy to preserve the balance of our leadership today and to ensure our continued leadership tomorrow. (v) Our Urgent Purpose The contributions of aerospace to our global leadership have been so successful that it is assumed U.S. preeminence in aerospace remains assured. Yet the evidence would indicate this to be far from the case. The U.S. aerospace industry has consolidated to a handful of players—from what was once over 70 suppliers in 1980 down to 5 prime contractors today. Only one U.S. commercial prime aircraft manufacturer remains. Not all of these surviving companies are in strong business health. The U.S. airlines that rely upon aerospace products find their very existence is threatened. They absorbed historical losses of over $7 billion in 2001 and potentially more this year. The industry is confronted with a graying workforce in science, engineering and manufacturing, with an estimated 26 percent available for retirement within the next five years. New entrants to the industry have dropped precipitously to historical lows as the number of layoffs in the industry mount. Compounding the workforce crisis is the failure of the U.S. K-12 education system to properly equip U.S. students with the math, science, and technological skills needed to advance the U.S. aerospace industry. (v) The Commission’s urgent purpose is to call attention to how the critical underpinnings of this nation’s aerospace industry are showing signs off altering— and to raise the alarm. This nation has generously reaped the benefits of prior innovations in aerospace, but we have not been attentive to its health or its future. During this year of individual and collective research, the Commission has visited and spoken with aerospace leaders in the United States, Europe, and Asia. We noted with interest how other countries that aspire for a great global role are directing intense attention and resources to foster an indigenous aerospace industry. This is in contrast to the attitude present here in the United States. We stand dangerously close to squandering the advantage bequeathed to us by prior generations of aerospace leaders. We must reverse this trend and march steadily towards rebuilding the industry. 45 

*****AT: Add-ons*****

Biotech

Biotech is strong now and resiliant

Arnum 2k10
(Patricia Van Arnum PTSM: Pharmaceutical Technology Sourcing and Management Jan 6, 2010 pg online @ http://pharmtech.findpharma.com/pharmtech/Financing-Outlook-for-the-US-Biotechnology-Industr/ArticleStandard/Article/detail/650369)
Last year was certainly a year of change for the US biotechnology industry. Although financing from venture capital declined slightly in 2009, hurting smaller and emerging companies, financing from initial public offerings (IPOs) and partnering deals were up compared with 2008 levels. In fact, private and public financing reached a record high in 2009. Analysts say some of these positive trends will continue in 2010, but caution that investors will remain selective and risk-adverse in their financing strategies.  2009: A mixed bag The performance of the US biotechnology industry in 2009 mirrored in large measure the trends seen in broader capital markets, according to a recent analysis by Burrill & Company, a San Francisco-based private merchant banking and venture-capital firm. The industry’s stock values declined dramatically in the first quarter of 2009, and then improved beginning in the second quarter. Although not reaching the same percentage gains as the broader capital markets, the biotechnology industry did show overall positive stock valuations for 2009.  As of the end of 2009, The Dow Jones Industrial was up 19%. The Nasdaq increased 45%, and the S&P 500 index was up 24%, the strongest showing by the S&P since 2003, according to Burrill & Company. The Burrill Biotech Select Index, a price-weighted index tracking 20 blue-chip biotechnology companies, was up 4% in value in 2009.  "We have to thank a strong closing month for the Burrill Biotech Select Index, posting a strong 5% gain, as the reason for it finishing in the black at year end," said G. Steven Burrill, CEO of Burrill & Company, in a Jan. 4, 2010, press release. "The index's fourth quarter performance, by contrast, was lackluster as a consequence of residual investor nervousness about the relative strength of the economic recovery, fears over healthcare reform, and continuing concerns about a mounting backlog of drug approvals at the Food and Drug Administration,” he said. Also weighing down on the industry was the performance of some of the biotechnology majors in 2009, noted Burrill. The share values of Amgen (Thousand Oaks, CA) and Genzyme (Cambridge, MA) declined 1.7% and 26%, respectively for the year. According to Burrill, Amgen's shares declined in the fourth quarter of 2009 following FDA’s request for more information on the company’s potential osteoporosis treatment Prolia. Genzyme’s shares were affected as manufacturing problems slowed sales of Cerezyme, a drug to treat Gaucher disease.  Overall financing for the US biotechnology industry increased 85% in 2009 compared with 2008 levels. In 2009, public and private financing for the US biotechnology industry totaled $55.8 billion, a record high, and well above the $30.1 billion in 2008, according to Burrill & Company. "Partnering was on a tear through much of the year with the industry raising almost $37 billion in total deal value, a record for the industry. With $55 billion raised, this will go down in history as our industry's largest financing year, albeit during one of the most difficult financing environments ever," explained Burrill. "The message—when companies have to raise capital, companies do, even when the cost of capital is unfavorable. It also reflects the urgency that Big Pharma places on accessing biotech innovation as its patent cliff gets ever closer. The number of deals inked in the year is unprecedented. What did come as a surprise to many was that they did not acquire biotech companies at the rate that was predicted,” he said in the release.  Financing raised from partnering deals increased 84% in 2009, from $20.0 billion in 2008 to $36.9 billion in 2009, according to Burrill and Company. Capital raised from IPOs also increased in 2009, from a near nonexistent level of only $6 million in 2008 to $1.1 billion in 2009. The main contributor was Talecris Biotherapeutics (Research Triangle Park, NC), which raised $850 million. Cumberland Pharmaceuticals (Nashville, TN) also raised $85 million in its IPO.  Money raised from follow-on offerings also increased significantly in 2009, up from $1.7 billion in 2008 to $5.6 billion in 2009. Funding raised through debt also increased from $2.8 billion in 2008 to $6.3 billion in 2009. Private investment in public equity modestly increased, from nearly $1.1 billion in 2008 to $1.6 billion in 2009. Meanwhile, private-venture capital declined slightly in 2009, by 2.6%, from nearly $4.2 billion in 2008 to approximately $4.1 billion in 2009.  Outlook for 2010 The outlook for 2010 is measured with a degree of uncertainty as it will be reflected by the extent of the economic recovery and the performance of the broader capital markets. “The worldwide financing environment in 2010 will be more robust but choppy and selective at times,” according to the Burrill & Company release. “This environment favors risk-mitigated companies rather than earlier-stage development companies,” says the release.  Burrill & Company also expects IPOs to continue in 2010, with a least five companies holding IPOs in the first half of 2010 and up to 15 biotechnology companies completing IPOs in the US by the end of 2010. However, the firm cautions that capital markets will continue to be selective, thereby potentially affecting valuations.  The firm also expects that consolidation among small and emerging biotechnology companies will continue in 2010 as these firms will continue to find a more challenging financing environment. Burrill says that consolidation will continue in 2010 but at a slower pace than in 2009.  Burrill projects that more than $15 billion will be raised by US biotechnology companies, and that financing from partnering and mergers and acquisitions will be $35 billion. The firm also projects an increase in the market capitalization of US biotechnology companies from a current level of $350 billion to $400 billion.  “Overall, 2010 will be a productive year for the industry as companies learn to adapt to their new environment,” according to the Burrill & Company release. “The past 12 months has exacted a significant toll on the biotech industry (through bankruptcies, downsizing, and cost-cutting), and we have a very different industry today than previously existed. The companies that have survived the difficult financial conditions will have to adapt to this new environment.”

Biotech industry is resilient – survived “scary economic downturn” unscathed

Fierce Biotech 2k10

(NQA, April 28, 2010, “E&Y: A resilient biotech industry registers its first profitable year” http://www.fiercebiotech.com/story/e-y-resilient-biotech-industry-registers-its-first-profitable-year/2010-04-28#ixzz0wjBjK25d)
Ernst & Young has scanned the global biotech industry and found that established biotech hubs not only weathered 2009's scary economic downturn, they achieved a collective profitability for the very first time. But the big accounting firm wasn't ready to call for the champagne just yet. The yawning gap between the industry's haves versus the have-nots is just as big as ever, small fish in the drug development pond face plenty of challenges obtaining operating cash and anyone trying to make it in biotech today will need to clear a very high bar. "Biotech companies have long confounded predictions on their ability to survive difficult economic conditions and 2009 was no different," says Glen Giovannetti, Ernst & Young's global biotechnology leader. "Companies will continue to face a challenging funding environment for the foreseeable future. The firms best poised for success are those that can seize the opportunities latent in the near-universal need for increased efficiency--from capital efficiency to new approaches to R&D and creative models for funding and partnering."

Chinese Nano

No Chinese nano

Madrigal 2k8 

(Alexis Madrigal. “The Chinese Government’s Plans for Nanotechnology” Wired. February 17, 2008. http://www.wired.com/wiredscience/2008/02/the-chinese-gov/)

Nanotechnology research is one of four Chinese "science Megaprojects" that have the central purpose of catching the country up to US research by 2020. Still, for all the big talk, the actual government investment is not overwhelming. The researchers estimated that the Chinese government only invested $400 million from 2002 to 2007, although that investment is expected to rise considerably.  They highlighted several international partnerships related to nanotechnology including the Tsinghua-Foxconn Nanotechnology Research Center and the Zheijang-California NanoSystems Institute, but didn’t go into much detail about what types of projects are being developed in those centers.  Right now, most nanotech research is being pushed by the central and regional governments with little private capital contributing to the national output. There are a lot of questions about whether or not that is a sustainable model for developing a high-tech industry, Applebaum noted. (It should also be noted, though, that some would question whether the venture capital model is sustainable either.)

Cyber Attack
No Cyber Attack

Watson 2k10
 (Steven Watson on July 21, Contributor to Global Research, “False Flag Cyber Attack Could Takedown The Internet,” http://www.infowars.com/false-flag-cyber-attack-could-takedown-the-internet/)

Vastly over-hyped (and in some cases completely asinine) claims that the power grids and other key infrastructure such as rail networks and water sources are wired up to the public internet have permeated such coverage.  Threats against computer networks in the United States are grossly exaggerated. Dire reports issued by the Defense Science Board and the Center for Strategic and International Studies “are usually richer in vivid metaphor — with fears of ‘digital Pearl Harbors’ and ‘cyber-Katrinas’ — than in factual foundation,” writes Evgeny Morozov, a respected researcher and blogger who writes on the political effects of the internet.  Morozov notes that much of the data on the supposed cyber threat “are gathered by ultra-secretive government agencies — which need to justify their own existence — and cyber-security companies — which derive commercial benefits from popular anxiety.”
US Tech/R&D
U.S. Tech and R&D Inevitable

Carew 2k10 

(Sinead Carew on January 12, 2010, Reuters, “Forrester sees global tech spending rebound in 2010,” pg online @ http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE60B2ER20100112)

Measured by local currency, the United States will be the strongest tech growth region, according to Forrester, with an expected increase of 6.6 percent to $568 billion after a decline of 8.2 percent in 2009.  The researcher sees European technology spending rising by 11.2 percent when measured in U.S. dollars, as countries in western and central Europe get a boost from the U.S. dollar's decline against the euro.  Forrester sees global spending on software up 9.7 percent this year and said purchases of computer equipment would rise 8.2 percent, while communications equipment will see a spending increase of about 7.6 percent.  "The technology downturn of 2008 and 2009 is unofficially over," Forrester analyst Andrew Bartels said. "All the pieces are in place for a 2010 tech spending rebound."  Bartels said the tech recovery is expected to be "much stronger than the overall economic recovery" in the United States this year, with technology spending growing at more than twice the rate of gross domestic product (GDP).  Investors will likely be hoping that upcoming quarterly earnings reports show some signs that back up these predictions. One of the first closely watched reports will come from chip giant Intel Corp later this week.  Other anxiously awaited technology company reports will come from firms including Cisco Systems Inc in the communications gear market and Microsoft Corp in the software segment.  Bartels said he sees 2010 as the start of a longer growth cycle especially for technologies involving server and storage virtualization, cloud computing and unified communications.  "We are entering a new 6- to 7-year cycle of IT growth and innovation that Forrester calls Smart Computing," said Bartels.

Space Col

Colonization Impossible – Multiple Barriers 

Brandt 7 

(David Brandt, The Hard SF, articles focusing on delineating science from science fiction, 5-10-7, “Can Space Colonization Guarantee Human Survival?”, http://www.hardsf.org/IssuSpac.htm)
Can Space Colonization Guarantee Human Survival? Many people have argued that as long as humans live only on Earth, we have "all our eggs in one basket". They suggest we need space colonies to insure the future of the species. There are many current and potential threats to the human race. However, considering the human source of many of the threats and the timescales involved, I'm not sure that space colonization should be the top priority in preempting those threats. Timescales To consider how well space colonization is likely to solve our problems we need to ask what the timescales of sustainable, independent space colonies are. If, after disaster strikes Earth, Earth is still able to supplement the needs of space colonies, then those space colonies aren't necessarily essential to continuing the human race. We have to ask when spaces colonies would be functioning without need of any assistance from Earth. Truly independent space colonies must not simply provide bare nutrition, air, heat, and habitat repair for 100 years. They should have a non-traumatizing environment with enough people to protect against dangerous levels of inbreeding – able to last and progress indefinitely. There will also be a minimum number of people required for any space colony in order to provide needed manpower in various occupations (one person with multiple occupations doesn’t help if you need two of those occupations in different places at the same time). How does that compare to the timescales of threats from climate change, environmental crisis, nuclear / bio weapons and accidents, possible nanotech weapons or accidents, overpopulation, etc.? We also have to consider threats to the global economy, since an economic collapse would presumably at least interrupt efforts towards establishing space colonies. Economic crises also increase risks of war, which could have apocalyptic consequences. Even assuming the ultimate solution of human survival is space colonization, we may need to find a way to extend the lifespan of human civilization and economy on Earth in order to have time to accomplish sustainable space colonization. Consider the possible habitats. Space stations in orbit around Earth or at L5 have little natural resources at their location other than solar energy. The Moon has no atmosphere, a limited amount of water at best, which part of the Moon has access to solar energy varies during the month, and it's not considered one of the solar system's better sources of minerals. Venus is extremely hot, the atmosphere is dangerous and with the cloud cover I'm not sure how practical solar energy would be at the surface. Mars has too little atmosphere and accessible water is questionable, etc. Some of the outer planet's moons may have enough ice and raw materials, but are very cold, lack usable atmospheres and get limited solar energy. And so on. We may be able to establish bases at some of these places in a realistically short amount of time, but not independent ones. Any colony that wants to get resources from post-apocalyptic Earth will need to have spaceships that can land on Earth and later achieve escape velocity from Earth while carrying cargo without help from Earth. Otherwise, the needed resources may not be available from a single astronomical body. That could require longer distance travel between bodies - whether that's between asteroids, between moons, between planets or some other combination. Significant space travel ability may be essential. A colony would need an industrial base capable of extracting and refining raw materials, and making useful things from them. Interstellar colonies and terraforming of planets in our solar system are longer range goals. Colonies in any place other than an Earth-like planet will require a substantial infrastructure to allow humans to exist in an otherwise deadly environment. The colony needs to be able to maintain and repair that infrastructure... There is a significant difference between an enormous disaster on Earth and one at any space colony we can expect for at least a century. Even something on the scale of a "dinosaur killer" asteroid impact won't necessarily kill all humans on Earth. (However, if the world economy / technology is setback too much it may not be possible to re-achieve a hi-tech civilization. We've extracted most minerals / fossil fuels that can be gotten without hi-tech, a post-disaster society may be left unable to get these.) It will be a long time before an independent space colony could grow to the point some of its people could survive after a major disaster. Meanwhile, we have not yet solved the physical and psychological problems that develop during months of low gravity. Most of the physical issues may not be significant for those who never intend to return to Earth-type gravities. Psychological issues remain. Some physical issues may arise when dealing with years and decades in low gravity. Even in shorter spans of time, weakening bones may have serious consequences in low gravity situations. Weakened hip bones may be a problem for women giving birth in low gravity. Other stressful activities may also be problematic. We need to find out how low gravity will effect a fetus during pregnancy and child growth afterwards. Identifying and resolving all the issues is likely to take many years. Currently, our society is not inclined to invest that much in either stopping global warming (and other threats) or space habitats. It strikes me as improbable that we will see a heavy investment in both of them at the same time in the next period of time. My impression is the best chance for human survival is focusing as much as possible on one or the other of the two paths, and that space colonization will not solve the problem within the limited time-frame. Of course, if governments refuse to fund solutions to the environmental crisis, but budget money for space habitats we should use that money. Hopefully, governments will respond to the crisis before it’s too late and the problems will be brought under control and within safe limits. Then there will be no reason not to expand out into the universe. Postscript For those who still believe space colonization should be the priority, I would like to suggest one piece of advice. The known threats to human survival in the next century or so are not vast earthquakes and volcanoes, asteroid impacts, supernovas or other natural disasters. Most of them are at least partly man-made. If the same problems are not to threaten survival of humans on space colonies, we either have to make humans on Earth act more responsibly to ensure survival before we colonize, or we need to know how to insure that those people who colonize are not so prone to make the same mistakes their Earthly brothers do. If space colonization ends up amounting to running away from our problems, we will not have changed the odds of human survival by much. Space colonies would need to be planned in a way to avoid this fate.

Cyber War
The Threat is overhyped and squo solves

Schneier 10

(Bruce, Security Technologist and author of several books on cyber security, “Threat of 'cyberwar' has been hugely hyped” 7/7/10 http://edition.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/07/07/schneier.cyberwar.hyped/)

"The United States is fighting a cyberwar today, and we are losing," said former NSA director -- and current cyberwar contractor -- Mike McConnell. "Cyber 9/11 has happened over the last ten years, but it happened slowly so we don't see it," said former National Cyber Security Division director Amit Yoran. Richard Clarke, whom Yoran replaced, wrote an entire book hyping the threat of cyberwar. General Keith Alexander, the current commander of the U.S. Cyber Command, hypes it every chance he gets. This isn't just rhetoric of a few over-eager government officials and headline writers; the entire national debate on cyberwar is plagued with exaggerations and hyperbole. Googling those names and terms -- as well as "cyber Pearl Harbor," "cyber Katrina," and even "cyber Armageddon" -- gives some idea how pervasive these memes are. Prefix "cyber" to something scary, and you end up with something really scary. Cyberspace has all sorts of threats, day in and day out. Cybercrime is by far the largest: fraud, through identity theft and other means, extortion, and so on. Cyber-espionage is another, both government- and corporate-sponsored. Traditional hacking, without a profit motive, is still a threat. So is cyber-activism: people, most often kids, playing politics by attacking government and corporate websites and networks. These threats cover a wide variety of perpetrators, motivations, tactics, and goals. You can see this variety in what the media has mislabeled as "cyberwar." The attacks against Estonian websites in 2007 were simple hacking attacks by ethnic Russians angry at anti-Russian policies; these were denial-of-service attacks, a normal risk in cyberspace and hardly unprecedented. A real-world comparison might be if an army invaded a country, then all got in line in front of people at the DMV so they couldn't renew their licenses. If that's what war looks like in the 21st century, we have little to fear. Similar attacks against Georgia, which accompanied an actual Russian invasion, were also probably the responsibility of citizen activists or organized crime. A series of power blackouts in Brazil was caused by criminal extortionists -- or was it sooty insulators? China is engaging in espionage, not war, in cyberspace. And so on. One problem is that there's no clear definition of "cyberwar." What does it look like? How does it start? When is it over? Even cybersecurity experts don't know the answers to these questions, and it's dangerous to broadly apply the term "war" unless we know a war is going on. Yet recent news articles have claimed that China declared cyberwar on Google, that Germany attacked China, and that a group of young hackers declared cyberwar on Australia. (Yes, cyberwar is so easy that even kids can do it.) Clearly we're not talking about real war here, but a rhetorical war: like the war on terror. We have a variety of institutions that can defend us when attacked: the police, the military, the Department of Homeland Security, various commercial products and services, and our own personal or corporate lawyers. The legal framework for any particular attack depends on two things: the attacker and the motive. Those are precisely the two things you don't know when you're being attacked on the Internet. We saw this on July 4 last year, when U.S. and South Korean websites were attacked by unknown perpetrators from North Korea.Korea -- or perhaps England. Or was it Florida? 

Disease

Disease limitations prevent extinction.
Malcolm Gladwell, The New Republic, July 17 and 24, 1995, excerpted in Epidemics: Opposing Viewpoints, 1999, p. 31-32

Every infectious agent that has ever plagued humanity has had to adapt a specific strategy but every strategy carries a corresponding cost and this makes human counterattack possible. Malaria is vicious and deadly but it relies on mosquitoes to spread from one human to the next, which means that draining swamps and putting up mosquito netting can all hut halt endemic malaria. Smallpox is extraordinarily durable remaining infectious in the environment for years, but its very durability its essential rigidity is what makes it one of the easiest microbes to create a vaccine against. AIDS is almost invariably lethal because it attacks the body at its point of great vulnerability, that is, the immune system, but the fact that it targets blood cells is what makes it so relatively uninfectious. Viruses are not superhuman. I could go on, but the point is obvious. Any microbe capable of wiping us all out would have to be everything at once: as contagious as flue, as durable as the cold, as lethal as Ebola, as stealthy as HIV and so doggedly resistant to mutation that it would stay deadly over the course of a long epidemic. But viruses are not, well, superhuman. They cannot do everything at once. It is one of the ironies of the analysis of alarmists such as Preston that they are all too willing to point out the limitations of human beings, but they neglect to point out the limitations of microscopic life forms.
Self-interest means diseases can’t cause extinction.

Ross MacPhee (American Museum of Natural History) and Preson Marx ‘98 (Aaron Diamond AIDS Research Facility and Tulane University) http://www.amnh.org/science/biodiversity/extinction/Day1/disease/Bit1.html
It is well known that lethal diseases can have a profound effect on species' population size and structure. However, it is generally accepted that the principal populational effects of disease are acute--that is, short-term. In other words, although a species many suffer substantial loss from the effects of a given highly infectious disease at a given time, the facts indicate that natural populations tend to bounce back after the period of high losses. Thus, disease as a primary cause of extinction seems implausible. However, this is the normal case, where the disease-provoking pathogen and its host have had a long relationship. Ordinarily, it is not in the pathogens interest to rapidly kill off large numbers of individuals in its host species, because that might imperil its own survival. Disease theorists long ago expressed the idea that pathogens tend to evolve toward a "benign" state of affairs with their hosts, which means in practice that they continue to infect, but tend not to kill (or at least not rapidly). A very good reason for suspecting this to be an accurate view of pathogen-host relationships is that individuals with few or no genetic defenses against a particular pathogen will be maintained within the host population, thus ensuring the pathogen's ultimate survival.
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